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ABSTRACT . ' ^. - 

The purpose of. this study was to determine the 
relative' contribution of the leadership styles of cooperative 
education directors and organization structural characteristics of 
the program apd institution to cooperative efiucation program outcomes 
in colleges and universities in the United States. The target 
population was all cooperative education directors at colleges in the 
United States-^obtained from a mailing list of 397 two-year and 505 
four-year institutions that have cooperative education programs. A ' 
sample consisting of 15 directors for two-yeaf and 15 for four-yjfear 
colleges, for each of six geographic regions of the United States was 
selected and mailed questionnaires; 139 usable questionnaires were , 
returned. Results of the study showed cooperative* education directors 
having a low aean leadership style of consideration score and an 
average initiating structure score, suggesting that factors outside 
the study may have resulted in these persons having a perceived 
leadership style of consideration lower than norms for educational 
'^supervisors. There were no linear relationships fo^nd significant 
among leadership style variables and organii^at ional structural 
V^iriables. Moreover, there were no statistically significant linear 
relationships among the leadership styles, organizatibn structure, 
and cooperative education program outcome variables as measured ,in 
this study. It was recommended that research be conducted to 
determine ^hat other variables might account for program, outcomes in 
Qooperative education. (KC) 
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LEADERSHIP STYLES OF COOPERATI-VE EDUCATION DIRECTORS, 
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS, AND 
• ELEMENTS OF PROGRAM SUCCESS 

-A 

INTRODUCTION 

Students pursuing an education ^at 'American colUg^s and univer- 
sities are preparing, in part, to enter society as productive members of 
the labor force. Confining the process of education to the classroom 
limits the opportunities for educational Experiences available to stu- 
dents, 'Limited resources of institutions of higher education, according 
to Radvany (19Z9), restrict the atcessibi 1 ity* of students to equipment, 
techniques, and processes . 

•^Cooperative Education is an educational strategy that involves 
students in productive work as an e>ement of the curriculum," (Wilson, 
1978) Through guided placement of students into work situations that 
are properly supervised, studen1;;s have an expanded set of opportunities 
,for, educational experiences which otherwise may not have bee1i possible 
in the classroom/ The cooperative relationship that is established 
between the institution and the agency providing the students employment 
extends the capacity of the educational institu^ti^h to educate Snowies 
& Associates, 1971). j 

^Knowles et aK (1971) detailed the history of American cooperative 
education beginning with Herman Schneider who provided the leadership 
and vision to initiate .the. first American cooperative education program 
in engineering in 1906, The innovative concept of cooperative education 
grew slowly to 10 programs in engineering by 1919, In 1921, Antioch 
College offered the first cooperative education program in liberal arts. 



By 1953 only^ 43 cooperative education programs were in operation. In 
1960, 71' institutions, .including 10' two-year colleges, had established 
cooperative education prograrns. 

By 1969, 127 cooperative education programs had been established 
(Brown and Wilson,'^ 1975),. While the innovative leadership of Dean 
Schneider and others had firmly established the concept of cooperative 
education in Anieri©an higher education, cooperative education was 
challenged by many chin^es in -education and American socjety during the 
years when U was in t^e process of developing. Wars, recessions,, and a 
world-wide "depression a^J^ected 'the growth of cooperative, education until 
1957 when a number of conferences subsequently resulted in the fonnati&n 
.of the National- CodTmissiofi for Cooperative Education in 1962 (Knowles et 
al. 1971). - ■ ' ' ^ 

As a result of increased ' fed'era 1 funding, according to Black at\6 
Wilson (1976), CQop^rative education experienced a rapid growth , in pro- 
-gram numbers in^^the i970's. T+ie adoption of the concept tff cooperative 
education as a viable 'method of education by /Vnerican higher education 
is evidenced by/a-jjfowth of 811% from 127 programs in 1969 to 1,030 
programs in 1976' (^tull, 1978). 

Growth ^of cooplf^tive Education program numbers has meant that per- 
sonnel have been employed to plan, implement, and^operate their respec- 
tive cooperative education programs. Each new cboperative education 
program has' a director whose job is to provide the leadership for a new 
educational program that may ultimately affect the entire institution** s 
curriculum. . • 

federal funding', according to Wilson, Brown, Bork and Black (1975), 
was.- the_ primary motivator . which encouraged ne-w cooperative education 



^.development. \Institi|tipns Which- demonstrated a budgetary cormiitment 
were Wre likely to rei:eive grants. Wilson et'al, (1975.) reported that 
the reduction in exbSnsion of new programs was a result of a lack of' 
financial .resources^ ^which alio influenced , an Increased incidence of' 

program- failure. At the 'same time there was an estimated increase of 

\ * •» * ^ » 

25% in"student participation in existing coopera^ti \i8 education programs, 
as reported by these same authors. 

The programs that are experiencing increased ^student participation 
today are* tha.. result of some^ upknown ' comfei nation of institutional and 

human factars that have produced sound cooperative education programs. 

■ 4 

The identification of s-uGiess factors involving the styles of leadership 
utilized by directors, the factors influenaing these styles, and the 
structural characteristics of each of the 4 nstitution ' s organizations is. 
. the primary topic of this study. 

Statement of the Problem 

There is a lack of information on styles of leadership provided by 
.cooperative education ^directors and institutiona'l oroanizat ional 
chaj-acteristics which have /contributed to the successful growth of 
cooperative . education VFb>Americah higher education organizations. The 
plajining^ implem*entation,^ and operation of a cooperative ^ducati'on 
program requires inndvative management and administrative support 
(Henry, 1978; Way 1978). ' \" ' 

Currently, over- 900 cooperative education programs are being man- 
aged by directors with .diversified backgrounds^'in a wide variety of 
organizational 'settings with differing program outcomes. * In a. national 
study, Stujl '(197S) reported that directors' educational fields of 'study 
vary widely! ' » * • 



A wide variety of higher education institutions 'have .adopted t^e 
concept of cooperative education. Some of the difference? include si-ze; 
niission; public or private; singA and multiple cairipu^es; ^location*; 
community; dj\d nature of students, staff, and faculty,^ Wilson ^t aK 
(1975) reported institutional 'character isti cs by many of^the above Tidte^d^. 
differences which delineate the variety of organizations with coop- 
erative education programs. Additionally, ^ach institution has a unique 
organizational system affected by the institutional characteristics'. 

Cooperative education program evaluation data have been- collected; 
but the data are pr'imari ly 'tiriented toward qualitative outcomes of ^coop- 
^tive educatiorr prograrrrs (Hayes & Travis, 1976; Hill, 1974; LauveV & 
McNabb, 1975; PerToff & Sussna, 1978; .Rowe, 1970; Mcl^enna & Squires, 
1977; Wilson/ 1973). Quantitative program data have been collected 
primarily for descriptive reporting purposes. No' studies were found 
.which examined the relationship"(sl between ^ogram characteristics and 

program effectiveness. ^ 

« *. 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this sUjdy was to determine the relative contri- 
bution of the leadership styles of cooperative education directors and 
organization structural characteristics of the program and institution ^ 
to, cooperative education program outcomes, / , 

The specific purposes of this study included: 

1. ' To identify the • leadership styles, as measured by the 

V 

, Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ), of .directors of 

K 

cooperative education programs at colleges and universities in 
the United States. " ^ 
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Z. To measure selected institutional and cooperative education 
pro^gram organizational characteristics which may affect 
cooperative. education program outcomes. 

3. To measure ^selected quantified cooperative education program 
outcomes . 

» 

4. To determine ii' % relationships exist between director's 
~4eadership-- style and characteristics .of the program " and 

institution's organizational structure. 

5. To describe, the differences in cooperative education directors' 
leadership styles between two-year gnd four-year institutions'. 

5. To describe any differences which may exist among the six 
geographTc^ regions in the United States (Appendix A) and type 
of institution in terms of director's' leadership style' and 
organizational ^structural characteristics on program outcomes. 

7. To iiJentify the ^-strength of ' rel ationship among dimensions" of 
director's- leadershij Ytyle and organizational structural 
chara_cteristics,- to selected ._cqop.erati ve education program 
outcomes . ^ ^ . , 

A's^ result of the purposes of thi^ study, a set of null hypotheses 
fo>mulated and tested; • . 

1. There are no relationships among cooperative education program 
outcomes as influenced by the leadership style of the director 
6r the structural characteristics of -the organization. * 

2. There is no difference among the six geographic regions in the' 

/" 

United States (Appendix A) in terms of the leadership style of 
tITe director and the structural characteristics 'of the 
organization. 




'3//There: is^ no difference between two-year and four-year 
^•instrtutions in terms of the leadership style of the direcl!or 
^ and the structural characteristics of the organization. 

... . * ' Importance of the Study 

• ^'Relationships which may exist between the ''^ perceived leadership 
Styles of cooperative education directors and char^ter istics *of the 
organization within which the directors manage their >"espective programs 
v/ere identified in ^this ' stutJy. ' The feasibility of this study was' 
• approached from two perspectives: management theory and cooperative 
education p^ractice as identified in the literature. ' 

review of management theory relative to organizations and 
leadership "sty 1 es . suggests that relationships exist and have an effect- 
on productivity in- business and educational settings (Ballard, 1979; 
Fahy, 1972; House & Baetz, 1979; Hyatt, 1972; Jago & Vroom, 1975; 
Loudermilk, 1979; Manning, 1972; McCall & Lombardo, 1978; and Oliver, 
1979). , ^ , . ^ 

A critical review of organizational structure* and performance 
(Daltpn, Todor, Spendolini, Fielding, & Porter; 1980) suggested- the 
relationships between organizational variables and perf-orvnance is per- 
haps fhe most critical variable in both the public and private sector. 
These reviewers suggested however, that this aspect has been largely 
ignored. Further, t'he aforementioned review evaluated the value "of, 
f research studies in terms ^^"hard" performance criteria 'whrch is 
p-rimarily quantitative in nature and concluded that the use of^"h^0lV 
criteria measures tended to improve reported relatroTrsfiTpTT 
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Empirical studies on leadership have' produced'-eonf licting findings 
(House & Baetz, 1979). Som^ .studies reveaUthat specific leadership 
styles interact with the organizational environment to affect relevant 



outconjes. . Other studies show that .orgentzatiorral structure and 
subordinates, perforrnance iiffect , leader behavior. The conflicting 
findings suggest t^hat leadership has an effect under some, conditions and 
not under others arwi . suggests, th^at thkre is aii interaction between 
leaders and organizations that produces variations in out^comes in 
. varying Situations. . - k ^ 

The ^dy of knowledge in management theory according to James and 
Jones -(1976) supports the feasibility of investigating the relationships 
that are pertinent to identifying factors in leadership styles and 
organizational characteristics which affect cooperative^' ^educ^tian * 
prograffi effectiveness. 

' m 

A comprehensive, review of cooperative education literature, Includ- 
" ing a computer search of ERIC > Psychol ogi ca.T Abstracts , Dissertation 
Abstracts International , and Management Concepts Inc. . yielded no stud- 
ies of leadership, organization, and cftoperative education. In a tele-4 
phone interview Dr. James W. Wilson (1979)>^r director of research at 
Northeastern University, confirmed the lack of research in leadership 
^and organization theory as ilP^lates to cooperative education. • • 

' ' Speculating oh the future of cooperative education. Sharp and Lewis 
(1972) determined that research is needed, ;not only on .the effects co-op 
has on ea^rnings, college grades, career choice, etc., but also on what * 
components and configurations, of , cooperati ve education programs are 
apparently resibonsible for fhose effects. This study is designed to 
ves.tigate the leadership styles and organ izational configurations which 
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^nay be responsible for selected program autcomes. Leadership and 
organization structure affect program outcomes and have implications for*^ 
development of training programs. 

Tra>ning is one of the more ir^portant f.ynctions of manpower manage- 
ment. Title VIII of the Higher Education Act of 1968 (as amended) 
provides funding for leadership training urograms in jthe field of coop- 
erative education for more than 2,000 persons per year. There is little 
evidence that such ti;aining programs result in effective program out- 
comes other than program grow^^ji^J^li l^ler , 1978). Imp.covinq program out- 
comes must begin with the empirical findings of focused research. In a 
research study of the roles af cooperative education directors, Stull 
(1978) recommended that, ^'Fur.ther research should be conducted to deter- 
mine if style or pattern of co-op program operation' has any overall 
effect on program viability and effectiveness" (Pg. 68). 

By exploring the effects of leadership and organization structure 
on cooperative education program outcomes .cooperative education insti- 
tutions and program directors may'be better 5t^le to pfan for the content 
of leadership training sessions. - ^ . # 

The identification ^f numerous areas for further Research related 
to management theory and effective^ co6perative education j^rogram opera- 
tion should provide the cooperative Education academic coinmunity with 

valuable material for future expansion of knowledge in the field. More- ' 

iff 

over^ the relative effectiveness of the research design should provide 
researchers and individua/ i nstituti*ons with techniques that can be 
applied to evaluation of cooperati ve**educati6n programs and directors. 



Also, t'he successful leadership styles that ^re' identified in .this study 
should serve as a ^guide for future recruitment and selection of 
'directors/* 

This study was warranted because ^of 4he' apparent lack of research, 
the potential value of the findings, and the feasibility of such a study 
supported by management theory. ^ It iS' reasonable to' conclude that spec- 
ific research about 'the relationships between exonerative educati'bn 
directors' leadership styles, their ^orga(iizational character istics ,' and 
program outcomes in Vbe form of quantitative data provide empirical 
evidence that will be useful to the cooperative education community and 
direction 'for-further research. 



Scope of the Study ^ ' ' / • 

The target population was all cooperative educatipn directors at 
two-year and four-year colleges and universities in the United States. 
The sampling frame was the most current mailing list generated by the 
research department of Northeastern University, The current mailing 
list as of June,, 1980, consisted of 397 two-year, and 5Q5 four-year 
institutions of higher education that have operating cooperative educa- 
tion p^rograms . ' ^ 

The sample consisted of 15 directors for each ceJl stratified by 
sfx regions (ref. Appendix A ) and twa types of institutions/ The six 
regions in the United States provide a clear delineation of sections of 
the United States that, are geographi ca'l ly related, as maintaijied by the 
U,S. Office of Education in the Bureau of Higher Educat>ibn and defined 
4ky the American Council on Education (Oei^ghton, 1971; Harris, 1979). The 
,di/ference between two-year and four-year institutions in mission, 



philosophy, and operation of prog'rams /(Knowles et al., 1971) ' warrant 
examination as two additional levels of stratification. 
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This section provides a description of the l^lan .to accomplish the 
[purposes of this study, as idehtif i-ed. in the introductory section. The 
.research- procedures u-^ed in this .study included the foUowingi design 
of , the ^ study, questionnaire design, samole selection procedures, pilot 
-stujly, data collection, and data analyses and siatistical procedures. 

t 

Design of the Study 
■ . . ^ J 

To accomplish this study, data n£eded to be measured^ for 
'cooperative education directors' leadership styles,- se>ected eleme^Ts of 
organization structural characteristics, and quantified ej'ements of, 
program effectiveness. A sample of cooperative education director^of 
institutions of higher education in the United States was purveyed. A 
mail questionnaire served as the data-collecting instrument. The desian 

f 

of^the study included^an analysis of responses from surveyed cooperative 
education directors in an attempt to- explain the relationships which 
have existed between part^icular aspects of cooperative education 
director's leadership style, organization structural characteristics, 

program outcomes. In particular, the 
following hypotheses were tested: ^ 

Hypotheses . " . 

' Hypothesis number one: 
There are no relationships among cooperative* education program 
outcomes as ' influenced by. the leadership style of the director or the 
structural characteristics of the organization. 



12 

Hypothesis numbep two: 

There is no difference among the six geographic regions in the 
United' States (Appendix A) in t^rms of the ^leadership style of the 
^director and the structural charactei^isti cs of the organization. ' 
Hypothesis number *three : 

There is no difference between two-year and four-year' institution^ 
in ' ter^s^ of .the leadership style of the director and the structural 
characteristics of the organization. 



\ Questionnaire Design 

A ques tionnaire was develooed to accompl ish the data gathering 
Purposes of this study. The questionnaire was reviewed in June, 1980 by 

Ian expert panel of judges composed of members of the research committee 

r ^ I 

of the Co;)f:|eralive Education Association (App^endix B ). The use of the 

, .1 ' ^ 

[expert pan|l was for review and establishment of face validity. All of 

the responses by the expert panel confirmed the integrity of the ques- 
tionnaire jconstruction and design.' Several excellent .suggestions f.or 

impraved wording of item^ were incorporated in the questionnaire prior 

I 

to the piljot study. 

The questionnaire HA|j)pendix C ) wasf 
one was constructed to ascertain backgi'o;und data for the cooperative 
educatiorj' director . In pirt one, directors were^ asked to state the num- 
ber of i{ear5 they ha'^^^rvied in their present position; their gender; 



divided into four parts. Part 



Part two of- the 
intended to gather data 



age, grouped J n five year increments; e(|ucational attainment; and years 
of cooperati\^ education e^Tperience. 



7 



question(f\aire, jwh^fh containsj 32 items, was 
regarding institution, and program organization 
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structural character istics * Questions varied "in format from checking, the 
appropriate response, which provided^ measures of true dichotomies, 
through direct response^ to' a Likert-iype scale of 1 to S^which provided 
continuous scores. The Lik^rt-type scale contained five response 
categories; '(l) Least, Resembles to (5) Most Resembles. Th^ 12 state- 
ments requiring .the Likert-type scale response were constructed to 
demonstrate that the organizational characteristic being jieasured 
required varied response patterns . •TJiis design- of statement 
instruction was intended to allow- the researcher to detect any 

{^inconsistencies in responses because of the pattern of item 
construction. " . • , 

The questions in part two oh organ?zationel structure were base^ ^ 
upon a review of literature in cooperative education (Know.les,& Assoc- 
iates, 1971; Amundson & Young, 1975; Perl&ff &'Sussna, 1978) and or- 
ganjzaton theory (Dalton, Todor, ^Spendolini, Fielding, & Porter, 1980; 
Bishop & Geo^, 1971; Hickson, Hinaings, Pugh & Turner^ 1963; Holdaway, 
Newberry, Hickson, & Heron, 1975; MacKenzie, 1978), From these sources 
questions were -formulated to measure the decree of organizational 

^structure in five dimensions. ^ /- , 

Part^ three of the questionnaire, which contained. 10 questions, was 
designed to obtain quantitative data for outcomes of program operation 

'and organiz„ation ^structural charapter isti cs .' The questions which asked 

'for ' numerical responses were based upo(0>\^ i^ndividual prog ra[n' and 
institutional, .data . The responses ^^^^vided continuous scores as- 
measures of program' outcom^ * The variables select^ and question^ 
formulation were based upon a review of cooperative education literature 
(Knowles & ^Associ^te^, 1971; Lauver & McNabb, 1975; Swaoson, 1975; 



lucas, I975t^ and management literature .(Oalton, Todor, Spendolim', 
Fielding, & Porter, 1980). From these sources questions were formulated 
to obtain selected quantitative measures of institutional and program 
outcomes. Consultation on item construction was sought from Or. Moshe 
Hartman, professor of sociology and instruqtor of survey methods at Utah 
State University. 

Part four of the questionnaire is the Leadership Opinion Question^^ 
naire^(LOQ). Because the LOQ dimensions are slightly larger than 8-/2" 
X lli* format^ the developed questionnaire was. printed on comparable size 
paper and color to unify the overall apoearafice of the complete- 
questionnaire. 

ThelOQ, Fleishman (1959), was selected for its self -report format, 
ability to discriminate between two leadership dimensions (-consideration 
and ^ initiating 's.tructure), and extensive applications. Reliability, 
validity, and normative data were available for the instrument 
(Appendix D ). Intel ligenoe and vertgV ability were not vaViables 
'Which apoear to affect the scores obtained by the LOQ as reported by 
Flejshman (1969). 

Correlations with personality measures indicate that the LOQ mea- 
sures something not measured by those personality measures. Norms are 
provided for educational supervisors. The median correlation between 
.the two leadership dimensions is very near zero, independently confirmed 
by Kjvanagh and Weissenb^rg (1972). • • 

Variables to be Measured ^ , . . 

Appendix' E, questionnaire schedule, identifies the questionnaire 
items which related to' the independent and dependent variables. The 
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design of the complete questionnaire was intended to measure seven 
independent variables .3nd.fi ve dependent variables: ' ■ ' 

Independent Variables " ' . - • 

■ Leadership Style Variables , . ^ " 

f 

1. Consideration , - fe), is the extent the leader has job rela- 
, tionships with subordinates of' mutual trust, respect, and 
consideration for their feelings with two-way communication 
and a climate of .good rapport. ^' 

^ 2. Structure - (s), is 'the extent the leader defines and 'ar- 
ranges his or her own role and those of 'subordi nates toward 
* goal attainment and the^ degree of actively directing group 

activities throughr planning, communicating inf omifiiion , 
scheduling, criticizing, and trying out new ideas. 

Orqanizatipn Structural Characteristics . ' . - ' 

- ' • \ 
3- Centralization or Decentralization - (c-d), is definecl as 
the locus of authority, for decision-making^ in the cooperat- 
ive education program, being centralizecf or decentralized 
. within levels of hierarchy i/i the organization. 

4. Configuration - (con), is the. "shape of the role structure 
including subordinate ratios (span of control), height of 

. department and administrative hierarchy, and proportion of* 
^ coordinators and support personnel. - ^ 

5. ' Placement within> organization - (p-o) describes the 

functional authority location of * the cooperative education 
program within the total organizational structure. Co-op 
can be assigned to the academic part of the organization or 
to a noninstructional part, such as placement or counseling. 

6. Standardization - (s|:d) is the degree to which procedures, 
(e.g. selection, placement,^ evaluation, control) are stand- 
ard izecj. 

^ 7. Formalization - (frm) is the degree to which rules, proce- 
dures, instructions, and communixatioris. are written, and the 
degree to which roles are defined, 

Dependegt Vari^bfes ^ 



Quantified Cooperative Education ^Effectiveness Variable s 

f 
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1. The^' percent of total students who are co-op students (v). 

2\ The percent of faculty who are co-^^coQr^inato'f s (w). 

3/ JKe' percent of total academic deoartbnen'ts 'who have co-op 
students (x). ^ . 

♦t ^ * 

4. The^> co^st ^)er cooperative education student placement, as 
. determined by. the total placements and the cooperative edu- 
'-^ cation program budget (y). 

3. The permit of total co-op employers making job offers to 
' CQ-op ^graduates (z). 

r — * 

Sample .Selection Proce'dures ; 

The -target population was all cooperative education directors at 
two-year^and four-year colleges and universities in the United States. 
A compu;ter -selected random sample was chosen from the^sampling frame of 
902 cooperative education directors from the most current mailing l^st, 

' Juri^ 6, ^ 1980, provided by Northeastern University Cooperative Education 
Researcn tenter. The rartdom jample consisted of a primary sample of 15 
directors for each cell st'-atified by six regions (Appendix A ) and two 

.^types of institutions (two-year and four-year). A total of 180 subjects 
•comprised \he sample population, which represented a 205^ sample. 

. A secondary^ samp-le of 10 directors for each cell, stratified in the 
same manner as the primary sample, was simultaneously randomly drav/n 
with th6 primary sample. This secondary sample^ provided a replacement 
source _^ for directors drawn -in the primary sample which were eliminated 
after a. earefal examination of the primary sample to. assure 
represe;it|tivjef>ess ,of the sample. A total -of six sample subjects were' 

.elimina'ted and' replaced from random selection from the secondary sample 
far the following reasons; 

1. Fi,ve institutions did not have a ' cooDerative education 
di rector . 
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2. • One was a member of the expert panel who assisted in the 
development of the questionnaire. 

Follow-up procedures were pursued in an attempt to obtain a minimum 
of ten responses for each cell. For cells where ten responses could not 
be achievea, the secondary random sample was used to obtain jn adequate 
number of responses. However, due to the relatively few number of two- 
•year colleges in the Northeast region (Region D.^^the region's entire 
••two-year college population was surveyed, resulting "in eight returned 
' questionnaires ; - , 

The equalizatio/i of samples ip each cell, rather than maintaining a 
proportion-of -population sample was' intended to improve stati 
analysis,' as confirmed in consultation on March^lS, 1980 with Dr. 
Shaver, Assoc i ate * Dean for Research ^at Utah State * University. The 
varia{5les measured should not be materially affected by the number- of 

two-year and fiDur-year institutions in each region. 
♦ 

,. , Pilot Study * 

* 

A field test of the questionnaire was conducted during July and 
August of .19.8a. The" pil-et study sample of 24 cooperative education 
directors (Appendix F) was .drawn from the sampling frame planned for the 
study. Four directors were drawn from each region; two, two-year insti- 
tutions aad two, four-year ' instituti ons . The^ computer was used to* 
randomly select^the pilot study sample* 

A cover letter, questionnaire, evaluation form and Request for 
Findings fonp were'$ent to each selected director on June 16, 1980.* The 
co.ver letter/(Apperldix G) explained the purpose of the oilot study and 
askfed directors to complete and return both the ^questionnaire and eval- 
uation form in the' enclosed, stamped, preaddressed envelope. The 
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evaluation form (Appendijc H) was designed to determine ambiguities and 
weaknesses of -the questionnaire as viewed by respondents. The mailing 
and follow-up procedures rsed for the pilot study were changed from 
those planned for thei primary study. An extremely low return rate and 
two letters indicating personnel changes caused the researcher to make 
telephone ^alls in lieu of follow-up letters, to identify the extent of 
co-op director changes and absences during the sunmer term. 

. The telephone follow-up revealed that eight of the potential 24 
r'espondents were not on campus during the summer term and were unavail- 
.able to respond to the pilot survey. In addition, there were three co- 
op director personnel changes. It was apparent that the' timing of the 
pilot -study^ during July and August resulted in a. significant reduction ^ 
of potential returns. This problem of director absences did not exist 
for the primaryistud}^ which was conducted during the fall term of 1980. 

The results of t*he returned pilot ouestionnlires and evaluation 
forsTis confirmed -the feasibility of the proposed study. A return of 69%, 
or 11 put of a fHDtential-^ 16, were received. The Questionnaires were* 
complete?) by t»he respondents. The evaluation forms were positive, with 
some helpful suggestions for furt'^^er improvement of'the questionnaire. 
It is interesting to note" that 100%. of the'pilot study returns inclt/ded 
completed Request for Findings forms which indicated an interest in the 
findings of this study by the responding' directors. 

As a result of the experience with the, pilot study, a return post- 
card was included with the notification letter to obtain- corrected 
addresses and names of new cooperative, education directors.' This change 
was intended to improve the quality of the sampling frame. 

! »• 
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Data Collection 



Jm weeks pnor to the mailinq of the questionnaire a^letter was 



mailed *(Appendix J) notifying each director of his/her selection in-the 
sample. The letter explained the' nature of the study and' encouraged 
his/her -participation in the study preparing! him/her for the subsequent 
mailing of the survey. 

The questionnaire used in this study was mailed on October 20, 
1980. The mailing included a cover letter (Appendix K), a questionnaire 
-(Appendix C), a request for findings form, and* a stamped, ^ preaddrgssed 
return envelope. ^ 

Each Leadership Opinion Questionnaire, purchased .from Science 
Research Associates Inc.,^as an identification number. That number w^s 
recorded for each six-part identification number in a log maintained, by 
the researcher.' The returned questionnaires were carefully checked for 
agreement with the recorded identification numbers. 

A follow-uD of all ponr|spondents wa^ made two weeks following the 
questionnaire nailing. This follow-up consisted of a postcard with a 
message encouraging response participation (Appendix/). 



A second fol low-up of nonrespondents was conducted 10 days fol- 
lowing the postcards. This follow-up consisted of a second cover letter 
(Appendix M), questionnaire, request for findings form, and a stamped, 
preaddressed return envelope. ' ^ ^ 

Two weeks following the second follow-up mailing, telephone calls 
to each of the nonresponden-ts were initiated to encourage and confirm 
participation. Address corrections and requests for another question- 
naire were sent to directors who requested the material during the phone 




.conversation. 
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Mailing Labels 
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A detailed explanation of the various domponents planned fdr the 

data^ll-ection procedure follows. 

Computer-generated adhesive-backed mailing laoels were generated 

for each Subject in the sample; Five duplicate sets pf labels were 

produced. ^Each label contained 'the subject^'s identification number, 

name, title, and .address. . A separate set* of mailing labels were 

^ prepared for the Request for Findings fpom the forms returned - by 

respondents. * ^ * 

» 

In cases where address changes were nec^essary after the computer- 
generated labels, new adhesive-backed labels were typed and utilized for 
subsequent mailings./ Address corrections were obtained by notations on 
returned questionnaires and by *the telephone follow-up. 

Notification and^Cover Letters 

Tha letters for this study were tyoed using word processing 
equipment on Department of Business Education and Office Administration, 
*Utah State University, letterhead stationery. The ^tudy cover, letters 
were signed by the researcher and the research consultant. The names, 
titles, and addresses of the cooperative education directors comprising 
the sample were typed on each letter. 

The cover letter explained the purpose of the study and the 
importance of each director's participation in the study and an offer of 

4 

"a copy. of the final report. As* each director's completed questionnaire 
was -received, a. letter of acknowledgement and aopr^giation was 'sent. 
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Questionna-ines 

^ Qj^S^^nnaires were type-set and organized in such a fashion as to 
be^' single^oOded sheet presenting four sides containing parts one to 
three.-- The questionnaire was then reproduced by a commercial printing 
' firm on paper of d size and color compatible with the Leadership Opinion 
Questionnai're, The LOQ was then attached to the printed questionnaire 
by staples to present ■ a uniforml^j designed questionnaire in a "booklet" 
format. \ ^ 

Request for Findings Form ' 

- ' As a service to those^who participated m this study, copies of the 
findings and conclusions of this study were made available. A copy of 
the Request for 'J^ind-inqs^ form was encl-osed with the mailings. to the 
pilot ^study, primary ancj^ follow-up surveys. A total of 108. 
Darticioants, or 32%, desired to^ rec^ive^ a- copy of the findings by 
returning the Request for Findings ^form to the researcher. When a 
sufmiary of the ^=^J^ngs .was prepared, copies were sent to those who 
returned the request form. The Request for Findings form was the same- 
for al 1 mailings. 

Accounting Procedures * ' 

A record of each individual chosen for the 'Study was maintained. -^ 
The maintenance log utilized the mailing labels in numerical -order by 
identification number. Jhe maintenance log was organized in such a- 
manner as to allow region subtotals as well as complete sampling totals. 

for each category. Space was allocated under each label for address 
s 

corrections. When completed questionnaires were received, the identifi- 
cation numaers on the questionnaire and return envelope were compared 
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for consistency and recor(jjed in log. Each af the responding sub- 
jects mailing labels were then removed from the appropriate mailing 
label list(s) to prevent^ny follow-up mailings to be inadvertently sent 
to ' respondents. A systematic ^^a^d careful follow-up rprocedure was 
pursued to insure maximum Veturn of t^ questionnaires, naintenancfe of 
the integrity of -the data, and confidentiality of -the respondents. 

Data -Analyses and ' Statist ica-1 Procedures 

The returned questionnaires were ^riaintained in ^nunierical order to 
facilitate data entry'to a computer disk and order the records by region 
and respondent. A coding sheet was prepared for the questionnaire 
responses to parts one through three' ,of the questionnaire and leadership 
styles summary data. The -"Leadership^ Opinion Questionnaire was hand- 
processed by the research consultant according t,o the scoring 
instructions of the LOQ Manual. .A total of five LOQ's 'had one to four ' 
•missing responses/' out of a tofal of forty. An average score was 
assigned to the missing "responses as follows: 1) ' If the missing 
response was a considerat*ion variable question, the average of the 
consideration variable * scores wgs used to- repl ace . the ' m'issing item 
score-. 2) If th'e- missing response was an initiating structure variable 
question, the average of the initiating structure variable scores was 
us8d to replace the missing item, score. Summary totals were recorded 
after part three of the questi^bnnaire in spaces designed for the 
leadership style data. The print'$d questionnaire then contained alL of 
the data^ necessary for data entry -to a computer disk. After data entry, ' 
a .careful inspection of the data record was examined to verify the 
accuracy of the data. entry procedure. 

♦ 

♦ 
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The resulting data deck was. then processed through various SPSS 

programs for statistical analysis performed on either the Burroughs 
86800 computer at Utah State University or the DEC 2020 computer at Utah 
Technical College, at Salt Lake. In addition, a Texas Instruments elec- 
tronic programmable calculator MBA and nonprograoimable Business Analyst 
II was used when analyzing the data produced by the computer. 

The descriptive, inferential, and correlational statistical analy- 
ses used are indicated below. Consultation was sought and used in 
making statistical analyses decisions, and in interpreti ng and reporting 
the results, - " ^ ^ 

Stati stical T^cKCi^ues 

The following statistical techniques were used ta analyze tbe 
data. These techniques are presented in order of the listing of the 
purposes and hypotheses of the study: 



Purpose 

1. Assess leadership 
styles. 



2. Organization 
structure.* 



3. Quantified program 
outcomes 



4. Leadership styles 
and organization 
strtfcture relation- 
shios. 



Statistical Technique(s) 

Descriptive statistics, using range, mean, 
.and standard deviation displayed by frequ- 
ency distribution charts. 

Qescriptive statistics, using range, mean, 
and standard deviation displayed by frequ- 
ency distribution charts. Factor analysi.s 
to identify item response pattern with 
Cronbach's AJpha reliability test to estab- 
1 ish item rel iabil ity. 

Descriptive statistics,^ using range, mean, 
and standard deviation. Factor analysis to 
identify item response pattern with 
Cronbach's Alpha reliability test to estab- 
1 ish item rel i abi 1 ity. 

Canonical correl atiorf analysis to test the 
strength of relationship between leadership 
style- and organizational structure 
variables. 
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5.Leadershk> styles 
differences by 
type of institution. 



6. Leadership styles and 
organizational struc- 
^ture differences by 
region and type of 
insti'tut ion. 

7»Strength of relation- 
ship among leadership 
styles and organization 
structure on program 
outcomes . 



T-test, to test for variance to test for 
differences between two-year and four-year 
directors in terms of the two leadership 
style variables. - 

Two-way analysis of variance to test' 
thQ^differences amonq the six regions and 
between type of instUution in terms of 
director's leadership style and organ- 
ization structural variables. 

Canonical correlation analysis to test 
the strength of relationship between 
director's leadership style and organ- 
izational structure on. measured cooperative 
education program outcomes.- 



Hypothesis, . 

1. Relationship between 
leadership styles and 
organization struc- 
ture. 

• 2. Difference among 
regions. 



3.^iffer^nce between 
-year and four- 
year institutions 



Canonical analysis to test the strength of 
relationship and differing contributions of 
leadership and organizational scales on 
program outcomes. 

Analysis of variance to test the differ- 
ences among the six regions in terms of the 
director's leadership style and organiza- 
tion structural characteristics. 

Analysis of variance to test the dif- 
ferences between two-year and four^year 
director's leadership style and organ- 
ization structural characteristics 



A factor analysis procedure was used to determine the multiple 
items on the questionnaire which related to each -of the five 
organization structural variables. (See Appendix E ). This statis- 
lical technique had ^ two-fold purpose: (ij to confirm that the 
questionnaire items developed to measure specific organizational 
variables (icales) have a sufficient amount of common variance to load 
on the related organisational factors (Harman, 1967), and, (2) to yield, a 
set of factor scores which ha^e maximum predictabi 1 it^ln terms of the 
canonical correlation on the organizational variable^ (?/e>ss, 1976). 
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A test of internal consistency usir^g Cronbach's /^Ipha coefficient, 
as discussed by Cronbach (1970), compared the within-scale item correl- 
ations to the between-scale item C9rrel ations . "ihis.test of reliability 
provided evidence of the multidimensional ity of the variables (scales) 
cbmprising organization structure and quantified program outcomes. 

Aher the response patterns were confirmed and t^stefl for reliatxil- 
ity, the use of eanonical correlation to identify arty relationships 
which may ex'ist between leadership styles, organization structure, and 
co-op program outcomes is appropriate for analyzing the set af multiple 
independent variables relationship to each other and to the set of 
multiple dependent variables (Dunham & Kravetz, 1975; Weiss, 1976). ' 

The parametric infsr^tial technique of analysis of vari ance was 
used to determine whether the mean scores from director responses by 
two-year and four-year institutions differed significantly from each 
other, ahd whether there existed any statistical interaction between 
two-year and four-year^ institutions, and the sixy^egions in the Unit/ed 
States .(3org & Gall, 1979). A criterion o/ .05 probability of F-ratios 
was used for statistically significant ^differences. When significant 
differences were found, the-Tukey multiple range test was applied to 
identify where "differences exist between type of colleges and/or 
region(s). • ' ' , 
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FINDINGS , 



, The overall goal of this study. was ta analyze the relationship 
between cooperative education director's leadersliip s'tyle, ^elected 
organixational characteristic's, and selected results of program 
operations. 

The purpose of this section is to present the findings of the 
statistical analyse of the data collected in this jtudy. ^ The section- 
IS organized as follows: 
a- Number of Questionnaires Returned 
b- Background Characteristics of Respondents* 

Questionnaire Reliability 
d- Purpose 1 
e-' Purpose 2 

f- Purpose 3 ' - • 

g- Purpose 4 

* 

h- Purpose 5 

i- Purpose 6 ^ 
j- Purpose 7 

k- Hypothesis 1 , ' ' ' 
1- %pothesis 2 
. Hypothesis 3 ^ 
n- Exploratory Analysis _ 



Number of Qu estionna 
' 



One hundred and eigh^ty quest ionn-ai 



ires Returned '/ 



res were mayled to directors of 



\ / * 

cooperative education programs -in ^mst jtutions ^f higher education in 

/ 




the United Stat^'. The random" saf^f\o'f'* 180 from "a* satnpl ing frame of 
902 repre'sented a 20% samplg. Included the questionnaires returned 
were-,fiye who Teported that they nad discontinued their cooperative 
education programs, one of which was discontinued because the %1 lege 
•had ceased operations. Those five colleges were subsequently.- dr^^^ 
from the sample. . ' «i , - . 

The five deletions in the original sample of 180 Cooperative 
education programs resulted in a final "s.ample of- 175 cooperative^ 
educatiQh programs surveyed. A tota.r of 146 - questionnai res were 
returned.' -Included within the ret.urns were seven i/ho re^turned blank 
questionnaires and who refused to participate m the study. Thus,' ther^ 
w§re 139 usable questionnaires^ representing a return of 79.4%. " 

Table 1 displays the original sample and ^^jjlflk^'^ for .two-year and 
four -year colleges -in the six geographic regions surveyed. 

■ Background Characteristics of Respondents 

Part I (iterps 1-6, 9-, 10) of the questionnaire was des-fgned ,to - 
obtain backgroupd _i nformation about the responding directors. Item nine 
asked,.foj-' 'the director's .formal title* and responses were- 'used to 
. ^ determine the status of the respondent. Table 2 displays the classes of 
' titles reported by respondents. Item ten ' asked for the 

director's immediate superior's formal- title and responses were used to - 
. ^ confirm the reported organizatiohal placement of the cooperative 

• • education program. Table 3 displays the' classes '-of formal t1>tles*of*' 
directors itnm^ediate Superiors as reported'by respondin'g directors. 
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Questionnaire Returns 
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Region 



' Number of 
directors Surveyeda 



Number of 
' Returns - 



Percentage 
of Returns 



Four-year 
^Colleges and . 
Universities 

1. (N6w England) 

2. (Middle States) 

3. ) (Southern) 

4. (North Central) 
-5. (Northwest) 

6. (Western) - 

Subtotals 

Two -year 
Col iQges 

1. (New England) 
L (Middle States) 
(Southern) 

4. (North Central) 

5. (Northwest) 

6. (Western) 

^ Subtotals 
Totals 



14 
15 
14 
15 
15 

il 
88 



15 
15 
15 

^ 14 

* 

15 
13 

87 

175 



13 
13 
10 
10 
10 

II 

69 



11* 

.12 

70 
139 



92.8 
86.7. 

71r4 

55.7 
66.7 
86.7 

78.4 



53.3 
80.0 
100.0 
85.7 
86:7 
76-. 9 

80. S 

79.4*. 



a'. Less than 15 are colJeges dropped from sampte dire to discontinuance 
of the coperative education program. , - . / 



Table 2 

Classes of Fornial. Title of Respondents 
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Formal Title 



— 3* 

Frequency 



Relatj ve 

Frequency 

'(Percent) 



1. O.irector* of Cooperative Education 

2. Director of Experiential Ed./Fi*eld Exp./ 
Internship/Community Placement m 

3. Coordinator of Cooperative- Education 

4. Director of Coop. Ed. + other activities 

5. Director/Chairrnan/Head of: 

career planning/s'ervices/appi led studies/ 
^ ■ occupational programs/community services 

6. Dean/Cbairman/Head 

(No program following formal ti.tle) 

7. Titles not identifying cdope^tive. 
Education 

' Total 



.72 

8 
24. 
8 

12 




10 
139 



51.8 

5.8 
17.3 
5.8 

8.6 
100,0 



I Table 3 

Classes of Reportiiep Formal Title of Respondent's 
Mmnyediate Superior 



Class of 
Formal Title 



Frequency 



Relative 

Frequency 

(Percent) 



1. 


President 




4, 




2.9 


2. 


. Vice President/Provost 




• 39 




« 28.1 


3. 


Dean/Associate Oean/Assistant Oean 




64 




'46.0 


4. 


Director 


f- 


22 




15.8 ■ 


5. 


Chairman/Head • 




8 




5.8 




Total 




139 




li)0.0' 
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Year^ in Current- PosU);pn 

Table 4 indicates how' long responding directors had held their 

■ctirrent position. The results, show 53% of the/cooperative education 

directors have held the"ir current positions, from 0-3 years, while 38.7% 
- have held ;their current- position for fiVe or more years. The^mean 

years-in-p6siCion of a^^^res^ndents was five years (x=4.80) wit^ a 
" ^standard deviation of \j years (s=3.72). Overall, there appeared to be 

a broad, di'stribution of years-in-position with 65 respondents indicating 

four or' more years' in'position as co-op director. 



r 



Yea'rs^* 




\ \ - Table 4 

^ Year?^in Curi*ent Position as Co-op Director ' 



Absolute 
Frequ^cy 



Totals 



12 

. 24 -« 

21' 
17 
12 
12 

8 
*4 

5 

~ 5 
7 
6 

1 " 

2 • 
2 - 

. 1 



439 



Relative 

Frequency 

(Percent) 



, 8.6 
17.3 
15.1 
12.2 
8.6 
8.6 
^.8. 
2.9 
3.6 
•3.6 
5.0 
. 4.3 
.7 
1.4 
1.4 


1-00.0 



Cummul ative 
Frequency 
(Percent) 



8.6 
25.9 
41.0 
53.2 
61.8 
70.4 
76.2 
79.1 
82.7 
86.3 
91.3 
95.6 
96.3 
97.7- 

99.2 
100.0 
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Directors' Gender. ' * 31 

The majorit'y 174.8%) of two-ysar and four-year directors were male; 
25.2% were female. - Table. 5 displays, the distribution of the gender of 
cooperative educatjpp director. respondents. 

»» 



Table 5 N, 
fienaer oY Co-op Directors 



Gender - , 

• 


Absolute 
Frequency 




-.Relative 
• Frequency 


Female 
Male 
Total 


35 

104 . 

Us 




25.2 
' 74.8 
100.0 

— X 



Oirgctdrs' Age 

Table « reveal-s that 137 of tne 139 responding directors were 25 
years of age or older. The frequency group ^ith the largest number of 
respondents was" in the 30-34 ye'ar. age group. The mean and median age 
.group was in the 35-39 year age 'groap, with a standard deviation of 
10.05 years. 



Table 6 
Age of Co-op- Directors 



Age of 
Director 



Absolute 
Frequency 



Relative 

Frequency 

(Percent) 



Cummulative 
Frequency 
(Percent) 



24 or under 

25-29 

l0-34 

35-39 

40-44 

45-49 

50-54 

55-59 

60 or over 
Missing 

Total 



1 
10 
32 
23 
28 
10 
13 
13 
■ 8 

1 

139 



.7 




.7 


7.2 




.7 -.9 


23:0 . 




30.9 


L6'.5 




47.4 


20.1 




67.5 


7.2 




74.7 


9.4 > 




84.1 


9.4 




' 93.5 


5.6 




/ 99.2 


.7 




100.0 


100.0 







Hignest' Educational Degree -Attained by Directors 

T-ab-le- -7- displays the- hignest educational degree attained by 
responding cooperative education directors.^ The majority (59.7%) held 
mastei^s degrees. Fully 80% of the respondents neld a master's 6egr^ 
or higher. The two respondents reporting "otner" included notations cl? 



an educational specialist's 


degree- 






Table 7 

Highest Educatiortal Degree of 


* 

Co-op Directojg 




Educational 
Degree 

C ^ 


Absolute 
Frequency 


Relative 

Frequency 

(Percent) 


Cummul atlve 
Frequency 
(Percent) 


Less than Bachelor's Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master * s Degree 
Doctorate Degree 
Other 


2 
26 
83 
26 

2 


1.4 
18.7 
59.7 " 
18.7 

1.4 


.7 
19.4 
79.1 
97.7 
IQO.O 


Total 


139 


• 100.0 





Directors' Years of Expegence in Cooperative Education 

' ' \ ^ 

Table 8 identifies the years of experience m cooperative education 
by the responding directors. Tne mean numbeV of years of experience jn 
co-op was 6 (x=6.30), with a standard deviation 'of 4.5 years (s=4.46). 
There was a wide distribution 6f ^number^ of years experience in 
cooperative education. Wnile approximately half of the respondents had 
five or less years experience, the other half had six or more -years of 
experience in cooperative education, with one respondent having 2^ years 
0? experience m co-op. 

« 



Table 8 

Years .of Expgrie'ace in.Xooperati.ve -Education- 



Years of 
Exper i ence 


Absolute 
Frequency 


Relative* 
Frequency 
(Percent) 


Cummul ati ve 
Frequency 
(Percent). 


0 


7 


5.0 


•» 5.0 


1 


10 


7.2 


12 .2" ^ 


2 


21 


15. 1 


27.3- 


■3 


10 


- 7.2 


34.5 


4 


12 


8.6 


43 1 


5 


14 


10.1 


53 2 


6 


16 


11.5 


64.7 


7 


8 


5.6 • 


7t).3 


8 


6 


4.3 


74.6 


9 


9 


,6.5 


81 .1 


10 


7 


5.0 - 


86.1 


U 


5 


3.6 


89.7 


14 - 


1 


.7 


90,4 


15 • 


7 


_ 5.0 


95.4 


16 ■ 


^ 3 • 


2.2 


97.7 


17 


2 


1.4 


99.2 


25 




.7 


100.0 


Totai-- 


139' 


100.0 




Type of InstUut'.on • 









Table 9 identifies^ the distribution of public or private, two-year 
anct four-year mstitutipns of higher education in the United States from 



which the co-op directors responded. Two-year public colleges were 
predominant, representing 48.9% of those sampled^ whereas, 1.4% of the 
two-year colleges were private institutions. Relatively more private 
four-year colleges (18.7%) were represented ' tnan private two-year 
colleges. 
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Table 9 

Type of Institution of Co-op Directors 



Type of College 


Absolute 
Frequency 


Relative 

Frequency 

(Percent) 


Cunvnulative 

Frequency 

(Percent) 


Two-year 
Public College 


68 


48.9 


48.9 


Two-year 

Private Col lege < 

* * 


2 


1.4 


50.3 


Four -year 

Pub He -Col lege 


/ 

t 

43 . 


30.9 


81,2 . 


r uu r - J c cii 

Private College 


26 


18.7 


100.0 


Total 


139 


100.0 






Questionnaire Rel 


labi 1 ' 





AH of the returned questionnaires were examined for response 
inconsistency. As described in section HI, the twelve LiKert-type 
statements m section II of the questionnaire were designed for varied 



response patterns. All of the respondents appeared to respond 
^appropriately to ^each of the-4ikert-type statements. 

A factor analysis procedure was 'applied to the responses to the 
Likert-type questions, items 11-22, and tq iiems 25 and 29-31, which 
also had five response categories. The purpose of this statistical 
technique was to search for underlying commonalities m the responses. 

The Varimax rotation procedure, was selected to maximize tne 
variance of the squared loadings for each column. Principal factoring 
without Iteration (PAl) was selected to extract any sets of highly 
correlated variables that may be present and not to impose any prior 
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assumptions about the general structure of the variables. Missing data 



was not replaced by the variable mean for computation of factor 
scores. 'The eigenvalue pattern was examined to determine points of 
inflection, which could t^e interpreted to determine the number of 
factor's to be generated future iterations of the factor analysis 
procedure-. Points of inflection existed in two places: six factors 
(eigenvalue .97180) and four factors (etgenvalue 1.33112). Factor 
analysis procedures were applied, using all raw data, and forcing a six 
factor solution and a four factor solution. 

To aid in the interpretation of the data, the factor loading 
patterns were ortnogonal ly, rotated j(varimax proc^ure). Items which 
cross loaded on two or more factors were difficult to interpret.' 
Therefore, if an item a factor loading of >|.3! on two or more 
factors, the item was deleted. However, if the item loaded consider afl^ly 
higher on one factor and nad a minimal loading of >L5r on the 'factor, 
the item was retained ^to assure that no' item would be removed that might 
contribute to an understanding of the dimensionality sought through tne 
factor analysis procedure .^The process was repeated for a total of five 
Iterations of a six factor solution and a four factor solution. - 

On the fifth* Iteration, it became ' apparent that the six factor 
solution provided a solution which^ did not have items which cross loaded 
on twD or more factors. A seventh* factor analysis was performed without 
forcing the • number of factors based on the eigenvalue pattern. Tr\e 
resulting solution confirmed the stability of a six factors solution, 
using ten items. The resulting six factors had one, three item factpr; 
two, two Item factors; and three one item factors.' 




' -la 



A test of reliability was performed- on the factors with two or more 
Items, using Chrpnbach's 'Alpna J^o determine the internal' consistency of 
the Items comprising the solutions for three- of the multiple item 
factors as discussed by Cronbach (19707. An' Alpha* coefficient of .5 or 
higher, as suggested by NunnaHy (1978), was used for' the criteria of 
determining the reliability of Vhe mu 1 1 1 pTf^i t em factors. 

The resulting test of reliability yielded Alpha coefficients as 
shown in Table 10. ■ 

Taole 10 * 
Factor Alpha Coefficients. 





Factor 
< 




Alpha Coefficients 




1 . . 


C 


.29747* 


« 


2 




.84650 




• 3 




.85148 



*Coefficient below criterion of ' .5 



Two of the three derived factor scales reached acceptable levels of 
internal consistency. Tab^e'll shows the factor scale number, the 
generic title assigned each factor scale by the researcher, arrd the 
questionnaire items compr ising^^ch of the two-factor scales, and the' 
factgr loading for each item. 'Alsp included in Table 11 are the^ single 
item factors generated by the factor analysis procedureir 

Item 27, administrative h-ierarchy, was compared to item ten, the 
formal title of the director 's immediate- superior, for response 
consistency. All of the responses were the same for item ten and the 
second level in the administrative Hierarchy. 
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Table 11 • 

Factor Scales, Quest Vpnnaire Items, Factor Loadings, 
and Factor and Item Means 



37 



Questionnaire 
Item No. 



Factor Loading 



Factor and 
Item Mean 



Factor Scale 2. 
. Uecision-making authority" 
29. 

30. • 
31. 

Factor Scale 3. 
i-orm -task instructions 
are coimiunicated 
, 19. 
20. 

Factor Scale 4. • 
written learning objectives * 
21. 

Factor Sca-le 5. ■ ^ , 

loorainator' s activities sched<^ed 
by administration ^ 



17. 



Factor ScSile 6. 

Coordinator's sonedule own activies 
15. 



.93 
.92 

.75 



.90 
.89 



i.do 



.98 



.98 



2.31 
2.34 
2.48 
2.12 



2,85 
2.82 
2.88 



3(73 



1.53 



2.81 



\ 



. The formal title of the director's immedi ate . super ior was then 
interpretgb by the researcher as belonging to the academic 
(instructional) part of the institution's organization or as a part of 
the non-academic part of the organization. " The titles were then given 
to Mr. Michael deAyora, Cooperative Education Director of Merced College 
(a non-parficipant in this study) td be similarly rated. A comparison 
of the two ratings, as suggestea by Borg ana' Gall (1979) resulted in an 
interrater coefficient of 94.34%. The proportion of academic -vs- non- 
academic titles were 76.26% '(Academic) and 23.74% (non-academic) which 
cortipared closely to directors' responses to item eight, the location of 



ERIC 



51 



' 38 

the cooperative education program within the academic (instructional) 
^part of- the institution's organization. The reported proportion of 
progran location was 81 .9% academic and 18.1% non-academic. 

The leadership styles of consideration and initiating striJ^ure 
were determined to be statistically independent by correlations between 
the two constructs by Fleishman (1969). A Pearson-product nxDment 
correlation was applied to the leadership style scores of the responding 
cooperative education directors. An r='.06 resulted and was found not 
to be significant at the .05 level. ' . 

Unreliable dependent variables were encountered on two of the five 
dependent variables: . 

(1) There were 53% of the responding "directors who reported that no 
full-time faculty were^ involved as part-time co-op 
coordinators. As * a program outcome , measure of faculty 
involvement, the large proportion of programs whTch reported 
non-invol vement was considered by the researcher as an 

' unreliable measure of program effectiveness for further 
analysis. ^ Particularly, because there exist other ways in' 
whicn full -time faculty may be involved in the cooperative 
education program^ such as; advising, credit certification, and 
advisory committee membership. 

(2) There were 46% of the responding d>r8Ctors who did not respond 
to the two items comprising the variable; Percent of co-op 
enployers making. Job offers to co-op graduates . The 95% 
confidence' interval was from- 26.86% to 113.48%. There were 
nine directors who responded such that tne percentage of ' 
employers making job offers e/ceed'ed ldO%» with one as high as 
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. • 1800%. Those cases exceeding 100% were" considered invalid. 

The significant amount of missing data in combination with the 

. ^ extreme confidence interval of thqse who did respond was 

considered by the researcher as being unreliable for further 

""^^ analysis- as a measure of program effectiveness. ■ 
•»».. • 

P^i^PO^g To ^identify the Leadership Styles, as measured by the 

Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ), of Directors of Cooperative 
Education Programs at Colleges and Universities in the^Un'ited States. 

The responses to the Leadership Opinion' Questionnaire (Fleishman, 
1969) provided scores for two leadership style dimensions of (1) 
consideration and (2) initiating structure- Table 12 displays the raw 
scores for both leadership dimensions. The mean consi^leration 
percentile score was 72 (x=72.02), with a standard deviation of 7 
{s=6.80)'. The mean initiating structure percentile score was 54 
(x=54.07), with a standard deviation of 9 (s=9.31). 

The distribution of the consideration raw^ scores had a slight 
positive skewrress of .17. The kurtosis was -.28. The mode = 55, mean. 
(^=57.50), and median (,11=67.54) were-toghtly grouped. 

The distribution of the Initiating Structure raw scores had a 
slight positive skewness of-. 11. The kurtosis was 1.27. The mode = 41, 
mean (x=43.04), and median (m=42.65) were tigntly grouped. -' 

Purpose 2: To Measure Selected Institutional and Cooperative Education 
Program Organizational Characteristics which may affect Cooperative 
Education Program Outcomes. ' . . . * ' 

The total number ,of empbyees supervised oy the responding 
directors (questio_nnaire item 7) varied from none (0) to 79.. Table 13 
displays the number of employees supervised, the frequency of 



Table 12 

Leadership Opi niorY? Questionnaire Scores For 
Cooperative Education Directors - ■ 
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Raw Score 
Cons iderdt ion 



■frequency 



Raw Seore 

Initiating 

Structure 



Frequency 



46 
47 
48 
'A^ 
'50 
5! 
52 
53 
54 
55 
.56 
57 
58 
59 
03 
61- 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
■69 
'70 
71 



3 




19 


1 




• 25 


- 2 




26 


4 


•* 


28 






. 29 






31 


3' 




32 


10 




33 


6 




34 


■ 13 . 




35 


9 


- 


36 


7 




37 


13 




38 


9 




' 49 


7 




40 


9 




41. 


5 




42 


6. 




" 43 


8 




44 


5 




45 


1 




46 


1 




47 


2 




48 


3 




49 


* 1 

> 




. 50 
"51- 
52 
53 
55 




• 


56 

58 
60 
■ 63 
68 • 



.4 
2 
4 
3 
6 
.8 
8 
5 

13 
8 
10 

9' 
7 

■ 5 
2 
5 
7 
8 
3 
5 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 



Total 



139 



139 





occurrence,^ and • the relatwe and 'fcummulative .frequency, fif^ occurence, 
Vhe mearv number of employees supervised was 12 (x=12.18), with a 
standard deviation of 16 (s=16.64)\ The distribution was p^itively 
skewejd. 

' Questionnaire items 7a tnrough 7f requested responding directors to 

report^^^^^jP^e . of ^personnel supervised, as reported in item 7. Tab^le 

^ 14 dispHys tlie quesSionnaire item- numoer, the question and ^e 
» - 

resultant range,' mean^ and standard deviation. 

,Jhe placement of tne coopera^ve education program within t^he 
4|tnstitutibn's organization was requested 'in dichotomous form. The 
responses ' to this^ itepi (a) on the questionnaire was confirmed by 
examination of the title af/^the 'director 's-^immedi ate superior requested 
in,-.Uem"9. .^Alsol tne written responses to the 'organizational hierSSfev 
in Item* 27 were examined and confirmed the response to' organizationlN||, 

Ihere were 113 directors, (81.9%)" who responded that ^e . 
QooperStive education program " wascf located m the instruction-a^* 
(academic) organization. A tota] of 25 directors (13.1%) responded tnat 
cooperative educati^o^was Vocdt^*d m other tifan- the instructional 
(anemic)* organ iza^frv. Th^ere^was one missing response, • , 

The qu/€tT5^ in the Likert^type *s^ct)6n of the questionnaire (item^ 
ll^^?^^^^ncluded questions on central iz at ion;*- standardization, and 
formaVization/ The institutional ^nd prograni .stroctural charac- 
.ter||tics;, . as, measurecl by the'questionnaire which had*varjin§ response 
patterns,, were* recoded tO' Ctevelop ' consistency in tne Likert scale ' 
-values. Tdp-!e IS^.spla-ys each "questionnaire ite*n, tne mean responses 
^.^.to eacn item^ and the corresponding standard devi ation^ ^ * 



Table 13 # 
Number, of^mployees Supervised 



+ 



Number of 
Enployees 



Frequency 



Relative 

Frequency 

(li^rcent) 



Cummul at 1 ve 
Frequency 
(Pel cent j 



0 
1 
2 



r 

r 

8 

9- 

10 
11 
\Z 
13 
14 
16 
18 
19 
2(3 
21 

• 22 
' 23 

25 
2S 
•28 
30 
31 
35 
36 
37 
40 

* 42 
43 
44 
45 

, 49 
54' 
55 
'68 
79 



13 
22 

1- 



V 



1 
1 
1 

2 
1 



9.4 
15.8 
7.9 
• 9-.4 
7.2 
■6.5 
2.. 9 
.7 
2.2 
4.3 
5.0 
2.2 
•J 
.7 
2.9 
.7 
2.2 
.7 
1.5 
.7 
.7 
1.5 
.7 
1.5 
.7 
.7 
.7 
.7 
.7 
.7 
.7 
.7 
.7 
,7 
.7 
.7 
.7 
.7 
1.'5 
.7 



■• 9.4 
25.2 
33.1 
42.5 
49. 7<. 
55.2 
.59.1 
'59.8 
62.0 
'56.3 
71.3 . 
73.5 
74.2 
74:9 
77.8 . 
78.5 
80.7 
81.4 
82.9 
83.6 
84.3 
85.8 
86.5 
-88.0 
88:7 
89.4 
SO.l > 
90.8 




■93.6 
94.3 
95.0 
95.7 
96.4 
•97.4 

. 97.8 
99.3 

100": 0 



Totals 



139 



100.0 



r 



43 



■ Table 14 • 

Type of Employees Supervised by the Responding Directors' 



Item . 
iNumber 



Question 



Standard 

Range Mean Oevi ation Medi an Mode 



74 



7b 



7c 



How *many ful 1 time 
cooperative education ' 
coordinators reported 
directly to Vou? 




0-15 



How many part-time 0-42 
cooperative education . 
coordinators (tnat Ve 
instructional faculty 
employed at tne college 
full-timej reported 
directly to^ yOu? 

How many full-time " 0-4 
administrat-ive assistants^ 
did yoD direct ly 
supervise? 



0.98 1.69 



§.87 8.53 



0.33 0.49 



1.47 1.00 



7,13 1.00 



1.29 l.Oj 




7d How many full-time 0-5 
cooperative education ' 
clerical/secretarial 
personnel reported 
directly to you? * 

7e How many full-time , 0-55 
other ^employees 
• reported directly to you? 

7f ^ HovJl many part-time 0-45 
other employees 
reported directly to you? > 



0.94 0.79 



1.58 4.98 



1.15 1.00 



2.20 6.84 3.00 1.00 



1.63 1.00 



^7 



ERIC 
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' " " Table, 15 • ' ' ' ' 
Directors' Responses. to Likert^Type Quest ionoajre Items, 
Their Means and Standard Oevialions 

l^Least *R$sembles, 5=Most Resembles * ' 

Quest1onha>re ^ - ^ ^ ^ . ' Standard 

Item Number questio4i ' 'Mean Deviation 



ERIC . 



20 



^ 11 To obtain infornja^tion about ^ 3.79 1,48 

/ v cooperative education, students 
must go to a siKgle cooperative 
education office. 

12 Instructional (Academic) departments 4.01 1,62 

^ award cooperative education, credit. 

^ 13 AIJ cooperative ^aucation coor- . 2.76 ' ' 1.84 

^ dinator offices are located in 

various academic department offices. 

14 Student work placements are made 2.78^ 1.61 

^ by the cooperative education 
director only, 

• • 1 * 

15- Coordinator's activities are solely 3,19 1,45 

scheduled *by each individual coor- 
' ^ ♦ dinator, * 



16, 'Coordinator's activites are scheduled 3.32 1.64 

^by collaborative effort between 
each' ind^ividual coordinator and the 
co-op director. ' 

C ' \ 

17 Coordinator' s 'act'ivities are scheduled 1.53- 1.04 

by the institution's administration. 

18* Program evaluation methods and 3,33 1.&3 

frequency are not standardized ^ * 
institutionally, but depend upon ' " 

the experience and motivation of 
, co-op personnel , 

19 • Task Instructions to co-op personnel 3.18 1.33 
* . take the form of oral communications. 



Task instructions to co-op personnel 2.88 1.28 
usually take* the form of written 
documents . ^ / 
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. ^ Table 15 Continued 

21 Learning objectives are written on 3.73 1.53 
standardized forms and copies are 

held by the director, coordinator, ^ 
^ . student, and employer. ^ 

22 Cooperative education "^orms, and/or 4.45 .92 
brochures, and/or manuals are normally 

distributed to co-op and ins'titutional 
personnel, co-op students, and employers. 

Formalization ^ questions (item 23 and 24) were in dichotomous 
form. Possible responses -were "yes" and "no". Responses of "unknown" 
and "not applicab1,e" *were treated as missing data. 

Questionnaire Usm 23 asked, ."Does your . institution have- an 
organizational chart?" Directors' responses wer-e 113-yes (81.3%), 9-no 
(6.9%), with 17-unknown (12.2%). 

Questionnaire item 24 asked, "Do most of the institutional 
personnel receive a copy of the written organizatiqnal chart, including 
revisions?" Directors' responses were 77.yes (55.4%), 46-no (33.1%), 
15-not applicable (10.^), and one missing response. 

Formalization questionnaire (item 25) 'asked directors: "To what 
extent are- there written job descriptions for co-op personnel?" The 
five response categories and percent responding were as follows: 

1 1- none (18%) * ' ^ • ^ 

' 2 - Director only*(19%) . * , ^ 

6 - Director and full-time coordinators (6%) 

4 - Director and all full-time personnel (17%) 

5 - All Jull-time and part-time co-op personnel (40%) 

The last forma*^ization questionnaire item {26) asked director^: 
"Are there^ written procedures, rules, and policies' manual for the 
operation of the co-op program?" Possible responses were coded 2-yes, 



■l-partia11y, 0-no. Jhere were 88 (63.3%) of the directors who responded 
"yes," 33 -(23.7%) responded ."partiany", and 17 (12.2%) responded 
"no." There was one missing response. 

« 

Questionnaire item 27 asked directors to identify, by title, each 
level (super i or ^.subordinate relationship) of administration that existed 
between the responding director and the president of the institution. 
There were five who responded that they" reported directly to the 
president (one level). The upper limit of the levels of hierarcy, was 
six, reported 'by three directors. The mode was three levels in the 
hierarchy with 54 directors responding. The mean was 3.2 (x=3.24) with 
• a standard deviatioB of one -(ssHOO) . ■ 

Item 28 of the questionnaire asked directors to identify, by title, 
each level (supenor-subordiriate relationship) of administration that, 
existed between a cooperatrve education prograhi director and a co-op 
coordinator. There were 43%'who reported ' that the coordinator reported 
directly to the director (one level), 41% reported two levels, 14% 
reported three levels, 1%, reported four levels, and 2% reported five 
levels. 

The extent of decision-making authority was requested by three 
Items (29, 30, 31) of the questionnaire. These questions were developed 
as part of the centralization structural variable.' \able 16 displays 
each questionnaire item, -the mean responses to each item, and the 
corresponding standard deviation.*' • ' 

♦ 

' ' Go 
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Table 16 

Directors' Responses to Decision-Making Questions, 
Their Means and Standard Deviations 



Response Scale: 

1 - No decision input 

2 - Minor decision input 

3 - Equal, participation on decisions 

4 - Major decisio^nput 

' 5 7 Only I make tne decisicrhs 



Questionnaire 
Item Number 


Question 


Mean 


Standard 
Devi ation 


29 


To what extent do you, as the 
cooperative education director, 
make decisions to hire personnel 
for your ^department?^ ^ 


3.66 


L08 


30 


To what extent do you, a/ the 
cooperative education director, make^ 
personnel assignments re\ated to^the 
operation of cooperat ive educati on? * 


3.52 


1.14 


31 


To what extent do you, as the coop- 
erative education director, make 
personnel assignments related to the 
operation of cooperative education? 

4 ' 


3.88 


L09 



Purpose 3 : To measure selected quantified cooperative education program 
'outcomes. 

Part III of the questionnaire requested information relative to the 
operation of the cooperative education program during the 1979-1980 
schooV year. Questionnaire items 32-41 requested respondents to report 
the actual number of persons, work stations or dollars. 

- *The total student enrollment (head count^ in the cooperative 
education program' during the fall term of 1979 (item 32) was reported By 
138 of the reipondents. The co-op program enrollments ranged from oto 
to 4,500. The mean program enrollment was 234 (x-233.81), with a 

61 . • ' 
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standard deviation of 535 (s=535.26). The distribution was positively 
Skewed, with a median of 72.5 and a mode of 25. 

The total nunber of academic (instructional) departments, who had 
students enrolled m cooperative education (item ,33), was reported by 
132 of the respondents. The range *was one to 108. The mean number of 
departments was 15 . (x=14.50), with a standard deviation of 15 
(s=14.90j. The distribution was positively skewed, with a median of 
10.25 and a mode of five departments. 

Questionnaire Item 34 was in contrast to the number of students 
enrolled in cooperative education. Students working on cooperative work 
assignments can be di.fferent from the number of students enrolled in 
cooperative education. Some co-dp students may be working, while others 
may be on campus during a term.^ Not all cooperative education programs 
enroll students because credit is not awarded. Thi total number of 
students working on cooperative education work assignments was reported 
by 137 responding directors.' The range of working co-op students was 
seven to 4,251. The mean nunber of working co-op students was 344 
(x=343.51), witn a ^standard deviation of 578 (s=577.90).* The 
distribution was positively skewed,, with a median of 125.0 and mode of 
110. 

Questionnaire item 35 requested the total budget ^unts from all 
Sources which was spent for the operation j^f the co-op progr^ during 
the 1979-1980 fiscal year. There were 31 (22%) of the directors who did 
not respond. The co-op budget expended ranged from S2,0Q0 to 
$1,000,900. The, mean expenditure was $79,000 (x=S79,078), with a 
standard, deviation of, $107^000 (s=$107 ,345) . The distribution was 
positively skewed, with a median of $56,500^ and a mode of 550,000. 
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The total number of job offers made to cooperative educatwn 
graduates (item 36) was reported by 78 (56.1%) of the responding 
directors. Nine of the responses exceeded the number of co-op employers 
providing work stations during the previous school year. The number of 
co-op employe^ making job offers cannot exceed the 'number of' co-op 
employeifs who provide work stations to^ co-op students. Therefore, those 
nine responses were considered invalid. Thus, 69 (49.6%) of the 
responses were considered valid. The range of responses varied frqm one 
to 653. For those who responded, the mean was 72 (x=72.22), with a. 
standard deviation of 116 (s=115.94). 'The distr>bution was positively 
skewed, with a median of 30 and a mode of five. 

Questionnaire Uem 37 was intended to identify the total number of 
job openings provided by/ co-op employers for cooperative education 
students.. There were 22/{15.8%) of the directors wHo did not respond. 
The range of job openings was from seven to 2,400. The mean number of 
job openings was 255 (x=254.61), with a standard deviation of 386 
(s=385.83). The distribution was positively skewed, with a median of 
95. 25, and a mode of 20.^ "^"N^^ 

The total rtumber of academic (instructional) departments in the 
entire institution (item 38) was reported * by k8 (92.1%) of the 
directors. The number of academic departments ranged from two to *135. 
The mean number of departments was 29 (x=28!76), with a standard 
deviation of 26 (s=25.67). The distribution was positively skewed, with 
a median of 21.0 and a mode of seven. 

The total numtfer of full-time instructional faculty at the entire 
institution (item 39) was reported by 130 (93.5%) of the directors. Tlie 
number of full -time faculty ranged from 15 to 2,200. The mean number of* 



fuU-time faculty was 238 (x=238.30), with a standard deviation of 320 
(s=319.86). The distribution was positively skewed with a median of 
127.5 and a mode of 250. : 

Questionnaire item ^40, requested - the total number, of part-time 
instructional faculty " (not considered full-time employees by the 
institution). There wer^ 114 (82%) of the directors who responded. The 
number of part-time faculty ranged from one to 1,200. The mean was 164 
(x=163.87), with- a standard deviation af 208 (s =207. 66) . The 
distribution was positively skewed, with' a median of ^0.5 and a mode of 
30. ^ , 

The total student enrollment (head count) at the.-entire institution 
during .the fall term of 1979 (item 4i) was reported by 135 (97.1%)- of 
the directors. The institutional enrollment ranged from 364 to 
31,000. The mean enrollment was ' 7,066 (x=7 ,066.38), with a startdard 
^eviation of .6,974 (s=6,974.20) . The distribution was positively 
shewed, with a median of 4,800 and alnode of 1,500 students^ 

Table 17 provides a summary o/ -the averages and standard deviation 

for, the computed cooperative education outcome v^iables. The dependent 

variables were computed, using the questionnaire items described above. 

The percent of cooperat ive education students enrolled was coTOuted 

_ 

by dividing \tm 32 (total student enrollment in the .cooperative 
education prdgram) by item 41 (total student enrollment at th'e 
institution) multiplied bylOO. The resulting^ percentage of cooperative 
education students enrolled varied from less than one percent to as* high 
as 87%. The mean was 4% (x=4.37), with a standard deviation of 10%' 
(s=10.18). The distribution was positively^ skewed with a median of 
2.13% and a mode of '.33%. There were 135 (97%) valid cases. 

a ■ 



Table 17 

Summary of Averages and Standard Devi atioa^f or each 
Cooperative Education Program Outcome Me«ured 



Description _ Standard ^ 

of Measure ' -Mean Deviation Median f^iode 

Total student enrollment m 233.81 535.26 72.50 25 

tne co-op program, Fall, 1979 ^ 

Total academic departments wFio^ 14.50 ^ 14.90 10.25 5 
had students enrolled m 

cooperative education. ^ 

Total students working on 343.51 477.90 125.00 110 

cooperative education work 

assignments. * • * 

Total budget, from all $79,073 $107,2215 555,500 550,000 

sources, spent for the 



4 



Operation of the co*-op 
program during the- ^ ^ 

1979-1980 fiscal year. 

\ 

Total job offers made to 72.22 115.94 30.00 ♦ ' 5 

cooperative education c 
graduates. 

Total job openings provided 254.61 385.83 95.25 20 

'by CO -op employers for 
cooperative 'education students. 

Total academic departments 28.76 25.67 21.00 ^ 7 

in the entire institution. ' ^ ^ 

♦ 

Total full-time instructional 163.87 207.66 80.50 30 

faculty at the entire 

institution. 

Total student enrollment . 7,066.38 •6,974.-20 4,300 1,500 

at Che entire institution 
fall, 1979. 
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The percent of fulT-time faculty who are part-time cooperative 

education coordinators was, computed by dividing item 7b (part-time co-op 
> 

coordinators who were full-time instructional faculty) by item 39 (total 
number of full-time instructional faculty at the institution) 'multiplied 
by 100. The resulting percentage of part-time co-op coordinators who 
are instructional faculty ranged from zero percent to 53%. The mean' was 
9% (x=9.4l), with a standard deviation of 13% (s=13.33). The 
distribution wa$^-[^i tively sj^ewed with a.median of 4.00% and a mode of 
.55%. There were 65 (47%) valid cases. This variable /was considered 
unreliable for further analysis. * 

The percent of academic departments with cooperative education 
students was computed by dividing item 33 (to\al number of academic 
departmen|| with co-op ^ students) by itejn 38 (total number of acacl^emic 
departments at 'the entire institution): The percent of academic 
departments with co-op students ranged from 2% to 100%. The mean was' 
56% (x=55.56), with a standard deviation of 30% js=30.10). The 
distribution was positively skewed, with a median of ,55.04%^. and a mode 
of 100%. There were 126 (91%) valid cases. 

The cost per cooperative education student placement was computed 

by d'lviding item 35 (tota-l cooperative eduation budget) divided by item 

t. 

34 (totaV number of cooperative education - students on work 
.assignments). The cost per co-op ^placement ranged from $25.00 to 
S3, 000. 00. The mean was S51Mx=$510.63) , with a standard deviation of 
$574 (s=$573.54). The distribution was positively skewed, with a median 
of $282.00 aod a mode of $333.33. There were 105 (76%), valid cases. 

The .percent Of co-op employers making job offers to cooperative 
education grad^jates was computed by dividing item 36 (total number of 
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job offers made by co-op employers to eo-op graduates) by iteni-37 (total 

number of work stations provided by eo-op employers) multiplied by 

100* The percent of job offers made by co-op employers to co-op 

9r-aduat^$ ranged from one to 100%. The mean was 46% (x=46.31)/ with a 

standard deviation of 35% (s=35.31>. The dis\ibution was positively 

jifkewed with- a median of 32.30%, and a mode of 100%. There were 78 (56%) 

who responded and 69 (50%) of the cases were valid. This variable was 

considered unreliable for further anajysi^. 

Table 18 provides a summary of the averages and standard deviation 

for the computed cooperative education outcome ^vari ables. 

Table 18 

Summary^pf Averages and^ Standard Deviation for the Computed 
Cooperative Education Progr^ Outcome Variables 



Description of Standard 

V^i^^able • Mean Deviation Median Mode 



The percent of cooperative J 4.37% 10.18% 2.13% .33% 



education students enroll led. 



The percent of full-time 9.41% 13.33% 4.00% .56% 

faculty who are part-time 
cooperative education 
coordinators.* 

The percent of academic . * 55.56% 30.10% 55.04% 100^ 

departments with 
cooperative' education 
students. 

The cost per cooperative S510.63 $573.54 $282-00 $333.33 
education student placement. 

The percent of co-op ^ 4^.31% 35.31% 32.30% 100% 

employers making job " ^ ' ' 

offers to -cooperative 
education graduates.* 



♦Considered unreliable for further analysis. 



Purpose 4 : To deternnhe if relationships exist between director's 
.- leadership style and characteristics of the program and institution's 

organizational structure. 

Table 19, identifies the independent variables of leadership style, 

and organizational structural variables, treated as the dependent 

variaoles and tested by the canonical correlation procedure. * - 

The canonical correlation analysis procedure employing the 

variables described in Table 19 resulted m no significant relationships 
■at the .05 level. The correlation matrix for the variables in' Table 19 

are displayed m Appendix 0. 

Purpose 5 : To describe^ the differences in cooperative education 
director's leadersh'ip style oetween two-year and four -year institutions. 

A T-test for differences among the leadership style score means of 
the two-year college co-op directors and the *f our-year college directors 
was used to compare responses of each group in tneir perceptions ^ of 
their leadership styles of consideration and initiating structure. The 
T-tesf^s applied to each leadership style dimension for the two 
respondent groups. The level of sigmfi-cance was set at the .05 
level. As can De seen from Table 20, no significant differences ex?isted 
'between two-year college co-op di'rectors and four-year co-op directors 
on tne two leadership style dimensions of consideration and initiating' 
structure. 



/ 



Table 19 V • ' ^ 

Independent and De'pende/f^%ariables Tested by 
Canpniiial Correlation AnaTysis for Purpose 4^, 



Symbol" 



• INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ' 
. " Description ' ^ 



C7 ~ 

Variable Measure 



<^ Raw C 



Raw S , 



Raw score 6n leadership style' 
dimension of consideration, ' 

Raw score on leadership style 
^.dimension of' initiating structure^ 



Consideration 
Structure ' 



. • . DEPENDENT VARIABLES . . „ — 

Symboj, • . Description ^ • . Variable Measure 



CENT 2 


Decision making authority - 
^ ' ' ' ... 


<entralj^atitD^'' 




Task instructions oral. or written 


Standardization 


SOI 


Coordinator schedi^les own activities . 


Standardization ^ 


S03 . 


Coordinator ^tivities .scheduled by 
institution*? administration^- 


St Jifdardization. 


FMl 


Learning objectives written' on 
standardized forms and copies v. - 
distributed. , 


Fprmal izat ion 


ORSPTHAC 

t , 


Co-op program, located within 
academic or 'non>ycademic 
organization ^ 


f 

yacement within 
organization 


SPANCONT 


Number of employees who directly 
report* to the co-op director 
{Span ofn coatr^l ) , • ^ 


Configuration 




. 






•* ♦ 




* 
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Tabl^ 20. 



T-;test Results for D^ffe^ence■ Between Two-year and Fotir-year 
Col lege^Co-op Directors on their Leadership Style Score Means 



Leadersmp^' ' Type' of . No. 'of • ' Standard 2-Tail 
• 'Style Variable Institution Cases'. Mean. Deviation T-Valae n.f .Pr.obabi lUy 

4:::: ' ■ 

■ CONS I Dt RATION^* ~ 



t 


c I car 


■zo 


57.04' 5.14 ■ ' 




<fCol lege 












"-1.10 137 -.0.32 




4-Year 


69 


57.97 5.78 


INITIATING- 


Col lege' 






STRUCTURE 










♦ '2-Year 


70 


43.29 8.25 




College' 












■ • ' '.39 • 137 .0.69 




, 4-Year 


69 


42.80 6.21 




Col lege 






Purpo^^6: 










Jo describe 


any differences which may exist among the 


geographic ' 


regions in 


the Uni 


ted States _ (Appendix A) and type 



institution, in terms of director's leadership style and organizational 
structural cnaracten sties on program outcomes. 

two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) vambng the leadership style 
variable means and the organization .structuraK^var-i able means of co-op 
'directors at two-year and four-year colleges m the six regio?te was 
applied ^ to determine 1f differences rri ^ leadership style and 
organizational structure on program outcomes existed*. fh,e analysis of 
- variance wa-s applied to each of the two leadershVp' style -variables of 
cons:*id^ratiorT .and' initiating structure, and • to the organ izatipn-al 
structural 'l%riables 'of cent|raTfzation, standardization, formalization, 
^ placement withm the organization, and configuration, to each -of the 
. thr^ee program outcomes of percenjt of total students' who are co-op- 
' students, percent of total academic departments who have co-op stJdents, 

■• -.' - • . / ' ■* • 
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and cost per coopjerative education /student placement. Where significant 

^ y ' . ' ' ' ' • • 

difference's -at the .05 level appeared, the means in each cell were 

' ' ' ' • > ' 

examined for differences.* ' ' . . 

Table 21 and Figure 1 display -ttie Independent Varrabl^s that , were 

used with tw-year and four-year, colleges, and regions in the Uni1;ed 

States on each of the , three dependent variables of coop^erative education 

. program outcomes. Variable CE'NTZ and STDl (OeQision-makin^ afuthority 

^ and form of t^sk communication) were determined ,by the factor analysis 

and rel*iability procedure described on pp 52-65. V^ariable SDl, SD3, and 

FMl (Coordinators schedule tneir own activities, administration 

scnedules co-op coordinator;s activities, and; learmfig objectives are 

V 

•/written on standardized forms) are single item factors derived by the 
factor analysis procedure described on pp 62-65. These variables have 
not- be^en determined to be reliable measures. -However, due to the 
response\ pattern on the single item factors 'resulting inVelatively 
distinct commonal \ties the resedrcner included the items in the, analysis 
of variance procedure. ^- OrganizationaT Placement of the' cooperative 
education program withi.i;i the institutional organizational structure was 

^determined to be reliable as a result of the mterrater rel^ility 
procedure described on pp. 62-6j5, and included in ^the analysis of 

. variance procedure. The number of employ^ees directly reporting to-^€ne 
Cooperative ec;tucation director (Span 'X)f Control) was^ used in the 
analysis of var^/ance procedure. There is no reliability data available 
on the span of contro*l^^s» r'eported by the responding director's, but- was 

included iri ^ the. analysis ^of variance procedure to deterrtiine if 

^ ^' * '\ • • ' ' ' - . 

differences existed on the reported span of control for cooperative 

* . 

education directors. 
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V Table 21 

Treatment Variables Applied to Means of Program Outcomes 



Treatment Variable^ 



* Tw-year College and Four -year College 



Region m the Ur>]ted States 
l=New England 
2=Middle States 
3=Southern 
4=North Central ^ 
5=North West 
6=Western 



Symoo\ 



Independent Variables 
Description 



Organizational 
Vari able 



ReVi abi 1 ity 
Determined 
Yes No 



. CE.NT2 


Decision Making 
Autnority . j 


Central ization ' 
-vs- 


1 X 


\ 

1 

1 

\ 


<> 




Decentra^l ization 


1 


; % 


STDl ) 


Form of Task , ' - 


Standardization 


X 




SOI 


Communicat ion 




{ ' % 


Coordinator 
Schedules their 


Standardization 




\ * ) 

; X : 

1 1 
1 1 


SD3 


own activities 








Administration 


Standardizatfon 




i'X" 1 




schedules coord- 






1 


rMl 


inator's activities 






1 


Learning oDjec- 


Formal ization 




; X ! 




tives written on 






1 I 




Standardized" Forms 






'/ , • 


ORGPTriAC 


'Organizational 


Organizatiorral 
Placement 


X 


1 i 


PI acanent 6^ the 








Cooperative Education 






f 




f Program wi thin the 






f 


% 


Institutions Organ- 






1 

% 




izational Structure 








SPANCONT 


Sp^an of Control of • 


Conf 1 gyration 


1 


X 




' "the Responding Coop- 
erative Education 
Director , 


, i 

"'^ i 

1 





I.' 



ERIC 
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The result of the two-way analysis of variance was a set of six 
two-way interactions that were significant at the .05 level. Table 22 
displays* the varidfcrles wh^ch interacted on the dependent variables that 
were statistical ly significant The table reference for each interaction 
in Table 22 refers to the following tables ana figures which di'splay the 
means for each of the interaction terms.- 



' , . ^ Table 22 ^ ' . 

• Statistically Significant Interactions of the Means of 
Independent Variables and Colleger Type or Region in the United States 



.College Type jColtege Type jRegion 

by ' I by - i by 

Standardization! Standardization " Standardi zation 



Oepenbent Variable: 
Variaole, Form of Task 
Commu/iication 



Varrable: .j Van able: 
Administrative |Form of Task 
Scheduli-ng of iCommunitfartion 
\ Co-op Coordm- j 
. ators Activi tes i 



Region . - ' 
-by-', 

Standandizatibri 

Variable: 

Co-op" 

Coordinators 
Schedule their 
own Activities 



' V>-Percent 




* * * 


! ' . 




•of Total 


See Taole 


See Table 


jSee Table 




Students 


'23 for 


24 for 


;25 for 




who are 


Cell M,eans 


Ce] 1 Means 


:Cell Means . 




Coopera- 


and 




land./ 




ti^ 


Figure 1 
for 


Figure 2 


\Fijgure .3 




^duca<ion 


'for 


:for • - 




^^;tqden%v 


Inter act.ions 

r 


Interactions 


. *Inter actions - 

\ ♦ 

t 




X-Pereent S^e Taole 


See Table 




See Table 


of To.tal 


•26 for 


27 'for 


\ 


28 for 


Academic 


Cell Means 


Cell Means 


i 


Cell Means . 


Depart- 


and 


and . 
'Figure y 




and 


ments wno 


Figure 4 




Figure 6 


nave \^ 


for 


for 


i 


for*^ 


Co^D 


Interactions - 


Interactions 




Intgract^ions 


Students 
* 
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The statistically sigiiificant interaction between t'wo-year and 
four-year colleges and among responses to the fprm of- task communication 

4 

on. percent of total students who are cooperative educations students was 
difficult to analyze. Examination of Table 23 and Figure 1 reveals an 
interaction occurred between two-year and four-year col lege -directors 
who responded to low, standardization for the measure: tasks are 
communicated orally. Thus, four-year directors ha^ie higher percentages 
of co-op students tnan two-year directors Y^no responded that tasks are 
communicated orally. ♦ 



Table 23 ^.^^ ^ 

Cell Means for Statistically Significant Interactiona Between 
iwo-year ana Four-y^ar College Directors* Responses to Standardtzation 
Variable, Form of Task Communication on Dependent Variable V, Percent 
of Total Students whc> are Cooperative Education Students 



- s 


Cell 


means = Percent of 
Students. 


Total Studen 


ts 'Who are Cooperative Education 

J • • 




Task Instruction^Oral 
'(Low Stand ardiza^on) 


, Task L/Tstructions Written 
(High/Standardization) 


Directors 
Numerical 
Response 




2 


3 4 - 5 


T'wo-year , 
Col lege 
(x =4.^48%^ 


» 

3.04% 


2.49% 


4.48% 9.58% . 2.63% 


Four -year 
College ' 
(x=4;40%) 


' T" 

8.06% 


a. 82% 


2.82% _ 7.32% 3.01% 



a-Signif icance of F=0.003 
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figure 1. Two-way interactions between t*wo-year and four-year college- 
directors* responses to standardization variable, form of* 
task communication on dependent variable V, percent of 
total students who are cooperative education students. 



,The. statistically significant interaction between two-year and 
four-year colleges and among responses to tne question of administration 
scheduling coordinator's activities, on percent of total students who 
are cooperative education students was difficult to interpret. 
Examination of the mean responses displayed m Taole 2$, and Figure 2 
suggested tnat tnere my have oeen a significant difference for response 
. 3, intermediate standardization. Four-year college directors appear to 
have higrter percentages of co-op students than two-year college 
directors who responded in tne same manner. ( 



Table 24 

Cell^ Means for Statistically Significant Inter actiona Between 
Two-year ana Four-Year College Directors' Responses to 
^Standardizatio^l Variable, Administration Schedules Co-op 
Coordinator's Activities on Dependent Vari^able V, Percent 
of Total Students who are Cooperative Education Students 





Cell Medfis = Percent of 
Education Students. 


Tg^al Students Who Are Cooperative 




Administration Does Hot 
Coordinator's Activities 
(Low Standardization) 


Schedul e 


Administration^Schedules 
Coordinator's Activit^s 
]High Standardization) 








Directors' 

Numerical 

Response 


1 . 2 


3 


4 ^ 5 


T'wo-year 
Col lege 
{x=4.46%) 


5.28% 2.57% 


2.82% 


^ 3.42% . 1.39% 


Four-year 

College 

{x=4.29%) 


4.43% 2.49% 
% 


. 8.90% 


2.50% 1.47% 


a-Signif ic 


L 

ance of F=0.013 
r ; 


■41 


* 
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Low , High 

Standardization ^ Standardizat icn 

(Least Resembles) (Host Resembles) 



Administration Schedules Co-op Coordinator's Activities 



Figure 2. Two-way interactions between t'/WD-year and four-year college- 
directors* responses to standardization variable, 
administration schedules co-op coordinator *s * activities on 
dependent variable V, percent of total students who are 
cooperative .education students. 



The statistically significant interaction among regions and 
responses Yo the form of task communication on percent of total students 
who were cooperative education students was difficult to anaj^^^e-: — There 
does not appear to be ' any interpretabl e pattern e^rWig among the 
means, as snown in'Table 25 and Figure 3, 

Table 25 

Cell Means for Statistically Significant Interactiona Among Directors' 

Ur'Ll" U"^'^^^ St^te^ to Standardization 

• 'oJ L . J"'^'^'", °/ TasrCommunication on Dependent Variable V " 
r^-rcent or Total Students wno are Cooperative Education Students 



1 I 




Cell Means 
Education S 


- Pes-cent of Total Students wno are 
tudents. 


Cooperative 






Task Instructions Oral 
(Low St andardi 7;?r ^nn ^ 


T ;»cl' 


Instructions Wri'tten 
)h Standardization) . 










(H^c 


Directors' 
Numerical ■ • 
Response 




, J 
1 • 


2 


3 

J 


4 , 


5 


Regional 
Hew Englancj, 
(^4.23%) 




1.92% 


1.13% 

» 


9.35% ' 


^.75% 


None 
Responded 


Regiqn 2 
Middle States 
{x=10.87%) 


> 


13.69% 


1.34% 


2.84% 


' 26.40%- . 


2.12% 


Region 3 
-Southern 
(x=2.77%} 




2.^7% 


3.33% 


2.39% 


1.98% 


4.77% 


Region 4 
North Central 
(x=3.53%) 




2.98% 


4.17%. 


3.73% 

f 


• 7.91% 


1.59% 


Region 5 
North Western 
(x=2.51%) 




2.46% 


0.86% 


3.82% 


3.12% 


0.19% 


Region 6 
Western. 
(x=2.83%) 




3.59% 


1.03% 


2.59% 


. 2.78% 


7.32% 


a-Sign if icance of 


P=0.016 


f 
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> 



13.69 - Region 2 - 26.40 



Percent 
of Total 
Students 



Who are 



Cooperative 
. Education' 
Studetits 



10% 
• 9% 
8% 
7% 
6% 
S% 
4% 
3% 
2% 
IX 



Region 4 

Region 3 
Region 1 




I 1 

Low 

Standardization 
(Oral) 



^Wigh 
Standardization 
(wmten) ' 



Form of Task Communication 



Figure 3. Two-way interactions among directors' responses i^n the six 
regions Mn the .United States to standardization variable, 
. form of task communication on dependent variable V/percent^ 
of total sti/dents-wtio are cooperative education students 
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The statistically "significant interaction between two-year and 

four-year colleges and among responses to the form of task communicat.ion 
on percent of total academic departments who have co-op , students • again 
was difficult to analyze. Examination of the mean responses in Table 26 
and Figure 4 suggested that there may have been a significant difference 
for directors who responded to high-standardizat-ion (Response 5). Twcf- 
year college directors appear 'to have higher percentages of academic 
departments who have co-op students than four-year college directors w^io 
responded in the same manner. , • 



Table 26 

Cell Means for Statistically Significant Interactidna Bet'^n 
Two-year and Four-Year College Directors' Responses to Standardiz^t-rryfT 
Variable, Form of Task Communication on Oepeh^ent Variab^le X, Percent 
of Total Academic Departments who have Co-op- Students . 



Cell Means = Percent of Total Academic Departments who havs 
Co-op Students " • • 



Task Instructions Oral 
(Low Standardization) 



T^sk Instructions Written 
(High Standardization) 



Directors • 

Numerical 

Response 



.1 



Two-year ^ 
Col lege 
(x=54.42%) 



^0.77% 56.11% 48.25% 65.10% ,64.47% 



Four-y€ar 
Col lege 
{x=52.19%) 



59.00% 32". 33% 56.70% 



48.94% 



33.41% 



a-Sigmf icance of F=0.000 
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Percent 
of Total 
Academic 



80% 
75% 
70% 
6S% 
60% 
55% 



Departments 50% 
Who Have . 45% 



Co-op 
Students 



40% 

35% 

30%' 

25% 

20% 





I 



High 
Standardization 
(Written) 



Figure 4, 



I r- 5 ? 

" , Low 

Standardization 
V.' (Oral) 

' ' ' Form of Tafk Communication- 

,• \ • 

Two-way interactions between 'two-year and four-year college 
,dir.€ctor's resfJonses to standardization variable, form of 
tasJo^CQmmunication on dependent variable X, percent of 
tq)/&l academic departjnents who have co-op students 
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The statis'tical ly significant ^interaction between two-year and 
four-year colleges and among responses to -the question of administration 
schedufmg coordinator's activities, on percent of total academic^"' 
departments who have co-op students was extremely difficult to 
anal^yze. There does not appear to be any interpretable pattern existing 



among the 


means as shown in Table 27 and 


Figure 5. 


Table 27 

Cell Means for Statistically Signif icant^nteractiona §e^ween 
Two-year and Four-Year College Directors' Responses to 
Standardization Variable X, Percent of Totai Academic 
- Departments who have Co-op Students 

♦ 




Cel 1 Means=Percent of Total 
Co-op Students. 


Academic^ Departments who have 


Administration Odes Not .Schedule Administration Schedules 
, Coordinator's Activities Coordinator's Activities 
(Low Standardization) '{Hi^h Standardization) 


Directors' 

Numerical 

Response 


1 2 

4 


3 , ^4 5 


Two-year 

College 

{x=54.77%) 


' 57.41% ' 40,895i ^ • 


48.55% 59.91% . " 54.97% 


Four-year 
Col leg3 
(x=^51.l3%) 


52.11% - 4&.31% 


38.83% 53.53% ■'63.26% 



J 



Percent 65% 
of Total eOX 
Academic ^-SSX 
Departments 50%'— . 
Wh$ have ' 45% 
Co-op' 



^40% 



Students . 35% 

_^ " - ■. :-,30% 

20% 



(4..yr.)-v 
(2 yrj 



{3 



TT^^ — 

^Low \ > 
Standardlzatton 
(Least Resembles) \ 




High 



Startdardi2atri<5n 



(Most Resen«x1es'} 
AdministVatiorv Schedules Co-op Coordjnator 's- Activities 



F1gur;e 5.^ Two-way inter^tions between two-yeaTl and. fou?;-year^ college* 
\o dire^ctors' ^responses/ to standardization variable, ^ form 

^ task^ communication on dependent variable- X> percent of 
total '"acadefuic -dep-artmgntS'whO' have co-op students. ^ 

•L- • ' ■■ 

The statistically = significant _ interaction ^ among regions' ^ and^ . 
.res'po'nses "to the question of* cooed inators^^^^TTHth^JLing tneir own 
actfyi^es,,, on percent of/total academi^^c^epart^nents ^ who^ad -co-op 



'I •: 



students was dif/\cuJt lio^n^alyze. There ^oes .not appe^'^.J^vbe any 



interpretabl^. ptfttern exist rfig among the means as shown Tab^e 28 arid 
Figcjre 6. . - . • * ^ ' 
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^ . Table 28 

Cell Means for Stat istica-l ly Significant Interactiona Among Directors' 
R^ponses in 'the Six Regions of the United States .to Standardization 
Vaviable, Coordinator Schedules own ^^ctivitles on Dependent Vanabje X, 
Percent of Total Acadimic. Oepar fments who have Co-op Students 





Ce^1 Means=?ercent of Total Academ 
Co-op Students ; 


ic Departments Who have 




>■ Coordinators Schedule 
Own Activities 




Coordinators Do Not2<^* 
•Schedijle Own ActTvTlies 
■ (High^ Standardization) 










Directors' . 

Numerioal 

Response 


19.29'% . 


t 

50.38"% ^ 


52. ,98% 


62.40% 


* 

52.51% 


Region 1 
New England 
(x=49.15%) ' 


48.68% 



32.38% 


• 

5U60% 


• 

43.^8% ■ 


70.20%- 


Region 2 
Middle States 
'(x=54.15%) 


34 . 94% 


39.52%' ^ 


65.55r 


44.46^'' 




Region 3 
' Southern 
fx=46 Trts 


43.38% V"*. 

> • 




■■^^63■.4l% 


' 50 .Wo.' ' 


' , 60.43% 


Region 4 
North Central 
Cx=51.6i%)' 


5d, 90% 




69.28% 


30. '68% 

> 


■ * 

56.60% 


Region 5^ 
North Western 
(x=60'.70%)* 


56.90%__ 


'71.97% ■ 


. 59.28% 


30; 58% 


56/50% 


Region 6^ 

Western 

(x=53.70) 


58. 59%-' 


45.97% . 


' 34.57?i 
^ 


* 

75.45% ' 


♦ • 

i 68.57^ 



a-Signi f.icance of F=0.000 



ei 



• S 



8^ 
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60% -Region' 5 
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35% 



30% 
"25% 
'20% 
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Low ^ 
•Standardization 
CMost Resembles) 




\ T V \ 5 • 

Standardization , 
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Figure 6. 



Two-way interactions between two-year and four -year college 
directors; responses to standardi-zation variable, form of 
task communication on - dependent variable^ X, percent of 
tot;al ^^demic departments who nave co-op students 
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- Purpose 7 :^ Jo/.ddntvy the strength of relationship ^ong' diinensions of 
director'^s leade^lp style and organizational struc^turaV character- 
i.sties to se-lected cooper at iv.e education program outcomes. 

A canonical corref=ation procedure was applied to the set -of 'factors 
which )^ere dev^oped from the factor analysis procedure described 'on pp.^ 
62-55/ The^ty!fQ factor scales which nad Alpna reliability coefficients 
aoove .5 wefe tested in conjunction with, 'the three 'single item 

* factors. In addition, the directors' span of cofUrol^ placement of the 
cooperative ediication progr^ w*ithin the institutional* structure, and 

Vlead&rshrp style dimension scores -was included in , the ' analysis. The 
y.naependent and dependent vaRiaoles testec ^re snown m Table 29 on tne 
fori(jwing page: *c:t^ 

The. canonical correlation analysis procedure employing the 
var ;ables*described }n Tablg 29 resulted m no signifij^^nt relationships 
at I the .05 lev^i. (Refer to Appendix P for correlation mV 




Hy|)othesis. Number 1 . There are no relationships among cooperative 
education program outcomes as- influerKed by tne leadership styl'e of tne 
director or the structoral characteristics 'of the organization, 
V' I*n"or^er;to test th'e null nypothesi^ - numlper ^ 1, a canonical 
correlation analysis was' applied as described m purpose 7, above. Tne 
results of tne eanonicaf ana-Jysis' resulted in no significant set of 
correlations at t)^;^^--^ level of' significance. Examination the 
. correlation matrix (Ref f^^dix..?) confirmed low relationships through 
\examiriati6n of eacn inter-item correlation. The null hypothesis number 
i was not rejected. 



, ' Table 29 ^ 
Independent t^nd Dependent Variables Tested by Canonical 
Correlation Analysis for Purpose 7 
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Symbol 



INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 



Description 



Variable Measure 



CENT 2 


— " 1 

Decision making authority 


Centralization , 
Standardization 


STOl 


Task instructions oral or written 


SOI- 


Coordinator scnedules own activities 


Standardization 




Coordinator ^act ivit les scheduled 
by institution'-^ administration u 


Standardization 


fMl 


Learning objectives '<^rittea on 
standardued^forms and copies 
distributed/ 


Formal izatfon , 


\Jf\\jr 1 flML 

• * 


Co-op program • located -wUhin academic 
or non-'academic organization 

. . C ' 
NunfDer of ernployees who directly 
report to the co-op director^ ^* 
(Span of Control) , * 


Placement within 
Institution 


SPANCONT 

• 


Configuration ' 


Raw C. ^ 


« • 

Raw score oo leadership style, 
dimension considey^atiof)/ 

* #■ 


Considera^bn ^ 


Raw S • 


Raw score on leadership style • 
dimens.ionr of initiating structure 


Structure * 




' . ' ^ 

DEPENDENT VARIABLES 




Symbol 


Descr\ptton 
'-^ 1, 





X 



♦ Percent of total, students wno are co-op students- 

Percent of- total aC&demic departments who have co-op 
'.students. ' ' ' •■ - 



Cost per cooperative 'education student placemen 
^^-4 ■ : , 
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Hypothesis Number 2 . There is^ no difference among- the six geogPapTic 

4 

regions in the Unltecf^' States (Appendix A) in terms of the leadership 
style of the director and the structural characteristics of the* 
organization. 

In ord^ to test tne null hypothesis number 2, one-way analyses of 
vari^ance were computed on the means "for eacn of the six regions in the. 
United States for directors ' .responses on eacn of the Leadership Style 
aad ^organizational structural van ables -X7ab)e 30). The results of 
these nine analyses of variance are presented m Fables ^31 'thrbugn 39. 

Table 30 • - 
t^acjersnip Style and Organizational Structure Variables 
Used in th*e One-way Analysis of Variance Procedure with 
~ / the Six-Regions in th§ United States . ' ^^ -^^^ 



• 


Svmool 


Description 


Variable Measure ^ 




Raw C 


Raw score'on leadership style 
dimension of con^^ideration. 


Consideration ^ 




'Raw S 


Rav^ score on leadersi)ip style 
dimension of in^^i ating\structure 


Structure 


* 


Symbol 


. Descri,pti6n , * ' 


Variable Measure 




CENT 2 


' Decision making authority 


Centra] izatio^i 




STDl 


Task instructions oral or written ' 


Standard>izat1on 






^Coordinator schedules owh activities 


•Standardization 




• SD3- » _ 


' Coordinator . aictivitiel scheduled -by - 
•institution's administration /- , 


Standardization 




FMl 


Learning objectives written on 
Standardized forms and copies 
^ distributed' v ' - ' 


formal ieat j^orx 


{ - 
* * 




" ft 
£o-op pr,ogra/n, locatad .^^itnin 
academic' or non-adademic 
organization . • . • 


Placement with;n 
organization * - 




SPANCONT 

* 


, Number of employees whp directly 
report to t|ie Co-op director, 
(Span-^ of control ) ^ ' * • • 


Configuration 

* • 






/» 
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Table 31 ■ 

One-way Analysis' of Variance for Means of Six Regions in the 
United States, and Leadership Style Var iable**Consideration 



Source 


d.f . 


Sum of 
Squares 


Mean 

Squares F 


-Ratio F-Probabi lity 


Between Groups 
(Reg^ions) 
WUhin Groups 


^ 5 
133 


39.89 
4084.85 


7.98 ^ 
30.71 


0.26 0.93 


Total 


138 


4124.74 






<r 

Table 32 ' ' 
One-way Analysis of Variance for Means of Six Regions in the 
Unit.ed States and Leadership Style Variable-Initiating Structure 


Source 


d.f. 


Sum of 
Squares 


MeSn 

Squares ,F 


-Ratio iF-Probabi lity 


Between Groups 
(Regions). 
Within Group's 


5 

133 


271.60 
7062 . 14 


54.32 
53.10 


4.02 0.41 


Ttftal 


138 


7333.74 







- Table 33 

One-way Analysts of Variance for Means of Six .Regions in the - 
United States and Centralization Vari able-Decision M'aking Authority 



• 

Source 


't 

d.f. 


Sun of 
^-Squares 


1 

Mean 
' 4quares 


F-Ratio . F-Probabi 1 ity 


Between Groups 
(Regions) 
Witnin Groups 


^124 


3.14 
1.16.24 


> ^ 0.63 
0.94 


0.67 . /^_^-65' 


Total" • 


129 


■ * il9.'38 
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• Table 34 

Hnif«H%r? Analyses of Variance for Means of Six Regions in the 
United States and Standardization Variable-Form of Task Communication. 



Source 


d.f . 


Sum o/ 
^uares 


^ ^ C ■ • 

Me an ' 

Squares F-Ratio F-Probabi 1 ity 


Between Groups 
(Regions) 
.Within GroufTs 


5 

128 


10.19 
171.11 


2.04 1.53 ' 0.19" 
. 1.34 


Total 


133 


181.31 


/ ■ 










' ' ' Table 35 / 

-V]n?Li%'t!^''' for Means of Six Regions in the / ' 
United States and Standar^dization Var >ab1e.Coordinator / 
^Schedules, own Actisclties - / ' 
J.-. ™- ^ ' _ , • 1 


Source 


d.f. 


Sum of 
.Squares . 


Mean . / 
. Squares f-Ratio F-Pf^aoiSsi^ty 


Between Groups 
{Regions} 
Witnin Groups 


• 5 

131 


* ia.^6 

■ -265.10 " 


S'.S^tV ; l<^f^ 0.09 
2.02 ' 


Total 


136 » 


285.07 ° 

— 1 





^ ■ Table 36 

On.e-way Analysis of ^nance-for Means-of Six Regions in tne ' 
-Unitied States and Standard izat Ton Van aa le-Coordinatt)r Ac'tivities 
Scneduled.by insti^tution' s Administration 



Source 


d.f. 


. Sum of 
Squares 


I'fean 
Squalres 


'f-R^1o F-Probabili ty 


•Between Groups 
(Regions )\ 
WUhin Groups 


' 5 , 
132 


5.47 
142^.92 




' 1.01 , . . 0;4r 


Tot^a^ ^ 


137 


148.39 • 
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faole 37, ' ' ^ 

One-way Ana^lysis of Variance for .Means of Six Regions in tne 
United States and Formalization, Variable-Learning Objectives 
Written oa Standardized Forms and Distributed 



Source 


d.f . 


Sum of 
Squares 


Mean ' 
Squares F-Ratio 


f -Probabi 1 ity 


Between ^Groups 
(Regions) 
Witnjn. Groups 


5 

133 


31.38 
292.23 


6.28 2.86 
2.20 


0^02* 


Total 


i38 


323.61 




f 


» 

•Significant at 


tne .05 


level . 







^ ' . • . Table 38 ^ . . 

One-way Analysis of Variance for .Means of ^Six Regions irr the' 
United States and Organizational Placement of the*. 
Cooperative Education Program 



Source 


d.f. 


Sum of 
Squares 


f-lean 
Squares 


F-Ratio 


F -Probabi 1 1 ty 


Between Groups 
(Region's) 
*^ttnin Groups 


5 

1-32 


,42 
20.05 


0.08 
0.15 


0.55 


0.74 " 


Total ' . 


137 


2.0. 4> 
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Table 39 

One-way Analysis of Variance, for Means of 'Six Regions • in \he . 
United States and Cor\figur alien Variable-Number of -Employees who • ' 
* Directly Rpport to the. Co-op Director (Span of Control) 



Source 


d f 


^ Sum of 


'* Mean 

^i|u a res 


r - K a 1 1 0 


r -rrooao^ 11 ty 


Between Groups 
(Regions) ' ^ 
V/uhm Groups 


5 

120 


♦ 

4740.44 
25851.72 


948.09 
215.43 


4.40 


Y— 

0.00* 


Tot a*] 


125 


30592.16 

N 








*Sign',f leant at 


the 


\ " 
05 teveT. 




■ • y 





Differences existed on two of the organizational strufctural 
variables at tne* .05 level of 'Significance among - regions m the Unitec 
States, To identify where differences between means existed, a Tuksy*-' 
test was applied at the .05 level. " • ^ * ' 

' The fiata i/n Tjble 37 snows ^ a statistically significant difference 
among responding directors on. the formalization variable learning 
objectives written on standardized forms and distributed. Tne^ higher 
the response mean, on a sca^le of,i (o 5, tne higher ^th-e indication that 
learning |)ojectives are written on standardized* forms and dis'tributec. 
M The Tukey test Identified .the difference between region 5 (Nortliwest) 
witn a mean response of 4.61, and regions r(New England) and 4 (Nortn 
Central ), "with means .df 3.14 and 3.32s respectively. 
^ . Tne data m Table 39 shows a statistically significant difference 

among 'responding directors on tne configuration variable of ^number q^f 

t* 

em0loyees who direct ry report to the co-op director (span of control-)^ 
The higner the 'response mean, the larger the span of control for tne*^ 
director ^to supervise* Tne* Tukey test identified the ailFference to 



no 
> 
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exist "between region _ 5 , (Northwest) with a mean response of 22*95 

^employees, and regions 1 (New Eng-landh 2 .(Middle St'^tes), 3 (Sdutherti), 
and- 4 (Nortrt Central), with means of 7.74, 9.38, 7.13 and 7,71, 
respectively. . . , 

As a cesu-lt of these statistical ly ' significant differences, the 

null hypothesis number 2 was rejected. '; .Dir&ctor^ from region 5 

'(Northwest) had mean responses higher o'n one formalization variable and 

number of employees supervised by the cooperat.i vexeducation director. 

^ The formaUzation variable was a single itemNyfactor generated by 

the factor analysis procedure described earlier \,n this section. 

Because of trte single item 4n the factor, therg was no Statistical 

reliaoility test conducted. The configuration variable span of control 

was 'th£ number of employees directly ' reporting to the respontJing 

cooperative 'edijcatioh director. There was no statistical reliability 

test conducted. Tnerefor'e, ' whi le .-tne null nyppthesis number 2 >/as 
'. ' . • ^ 
rejected, -irrterpretation is tenuous because of the lack of reliability 

of tlje measures, avai l aole. ' " . - 

• . ^ *^ ' •» 

^, Hypothesis . Ndmber Jhgre is no difference between two-year and four- 
year institutions' in ierms^f tne leadership -style" of the director- ana 
the structural character i^tits „of the organization 

In order to test the null hypo^iifisi.s number 3, One-way analyses of 
variance were competed" on"" the meaas"for two-y6ar 3nd 'four-year college 
directors' responses- on each of the leadersh4|J styles and organizational 
structural -variables shown m Table -'40. The V^iu) t-s ^ of th^se 'nine 
Analyses af V^iance are presented in Tables 41 .-thro'ugl2^49^. . 



80 



' ' ' ' ^ I " Table 46 . ' , 

Leadership Sty1e^%ad Organizationajv^tructure Variables Used 

in the One-Wa/ Analysis of Variance Procedure with 
^ ' Two-year and Four-year Colleges 



Symljol 


Description \^ 


Vari able Measure 


Raw C . 


Raw score^ on leadership style 
dimension*of consideration. 


Cons^i deration 


Raw sS .-^ 


Raw score on leadersh ip style 
dimension of initiating structure 

0 


« 

Structure 


Symbol 


^ , Descrlprtion 


^ Variable Measure 


CENT 2 . 


Decision making authority 


^ Central ization 


STDl ' . 


Task instructions ora) or viritten 


Standardization 


SOI " 

* 


> 

- '^Coordinator, schedules own activities 

' yCoordinator^ actriYities scheduled by 
V institution's administration 


Statndardization 


sro 

• « 


Standardization 


FMl 


Learning objectives writfen on 
standardized forms ^nd copies 
^ ' distributed . 


Formalization 


0R6PTHAC 

c 


Co-op program located within 
- academic br""non-academic 
organ iz.at ion 


Placement within - 
organization 



SPANCONT 'jNumber of employees who^dirgetly Configuration 
, report to the ca-op director 
(Span of .'to^ntrof) 



^ ^ « " ' ' - . 81 

Table 41 ' 

One-wa^ Analysis 'Of finance for Mea'ns of Two-year and 

Four-year Colleges and Leadership^istj^le .Van able-Consideration 



Source d.f. 

< 


. Sum of 
Squares " 


Mean 
Squares 


F-Ratio 


4 

F-ProbalDility 


Between j^roups 1 . 
(2 or 4 y$ar Col leges) 
Within Groups * 137 


4094,81 


?g.93 
29.89 , 


1.00 

* > 


0.32- 


Total , 138 

V 


4124.74 


w 






' ' >, ^ ' 

Table 42 

One«wa^nalysis of Variance' for Mfearfs of 
- Colllfes and Leadersh-ip Style Variable- 


■ <f 

Two-year and Four-year 
Initiating Structure 


Source d.f. 


Sum of 
Sqtiares 


_Mean 
Squares 


F-Ratio 


F-ProbabilUy 


Between Groups - 1 . 
(2 or 4 year Co^Meges) ^ 
Within Groiips^ 137 


- ^29 
7325.45 


8.29 
53.47 


0.16 


0.59 


Total 438 


. 733. .74 


4 ^ 

^ 4 







Table 43 

One-way Analysis of Variance for Mgans of Two-year -and Four-year 
Colleges and Centralization Vaciable-OecTsion Making Authority 



Source . .d.f. 


Sum of 
Squ.are's 


Mean 
Squares 


L 

F-Ratio* ' 


■ F-J>r6babi1ity 


Between Groups 1 
(2 or 4 year' Colleges) 
Within Groups 128 ' 


1.31 
113.07 


1.31 
0.92 


1.42 


. 0.24 


Total^ * 129 


119.. 38 









i 
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V Table ,44 

One-way Anjalysis of Variance for Means of Two-year arfd Four-year 
Colleges and Standardizatio'n Variable-Form of Task Communication - • 



Source ' ' 


" d.f. 


Sum of 
Squares 


.Mean. 

Squares _ F-Ra^tio F-Probab(l ity 


Betw'een Groups 1 
(2 'Or 4 year Colleges) 
Within Groups 132 


1.81 
179.50 


; 

1.81 , . 1.33 " 0.25 - 
1.36/ ' . • * 


Total' . 


.133 
> 


181.31 


V •'" ■ 










Table^46 ' « ^ 
One-w^y Analysis of Variance for Means of Two-year and*** 
^ Four-year Colleges and^ Standardization Variable-Coordinator^ 

• Schedules, own Activities ■ • » .1 


Source 


d.f.' 


^ Sum- of 
Squares 


Mean ' * 
Squares F-Ratio. ^' F-Probabi 1 Ity 


Between Groups ■ 'l 
(2 or 4 year , 'Co lieges) 
Within Group? 135 


0.05 
, 285.02 


0.05 0.02 0.88 

> 

• 2.11' 


Jotal 


t36^ 


28^.07 





' Table 46 

One-v^ay Analysis t)f Variance fo,r Means of Two-year and Four-year 
Colleges and ' Standardization Vdri able-Coordinators Activities 
Scheduled by^nstitution' s Administration 



Sum of Mean 

Source - *.f^. Squares Squares F-Ratto* F-ProbabilUy 



Between Groups 1 
(2 or' '4 'year Col leges) 
Within Groups 136 


0J2- 
147.67 


■0.72 ' 0.66 
1.09 


•0.42 ' 


T^tal 137 • 


148,39 


* * 
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'Table 47 

One-way Analysis of Variance fqr 'Means of Two-year and Four-year 
Colleges and Formalization Variable-Learning Objectives Written on 
Standardized ^^rms arad Oistr>buted 



Source d,f. 


Sum of , 
Squares 


Squares F-Ratio 


F^Pro'babi 1 ity 


Between Groups • 1 
{2 or 4 y.ear Colleges) 
Within Groups 137 


26.14 

297 >47 


26.14 ^ 12.04 
. 2.17 


' ... 0..00* 


Total "138 


• 323.61 






*Significant at the .05 


level . 




t 


Two-Year College Mean = 


.4.16 






Four 'Year Col'lege Mean - 


= 3.29 




J 



Table 48 

, One-way Analysis of Variance for Means of Two-year^ and 
Four-year Colleges and dpgamzatioQal Placerfient of' the 
Cooperative Education Program 



Sum of . Mean 



Source 


. d.f. 


Squares 


Squares 


F-Ratio 


F-Probabi 1 ity 


Between Groups 


1 


0.01 


. 0.01 


"0.05 


- . 0.83 


(2 or 4 year Colleges) 










Within Groups 


136 


20.46 


0.15" 






Total 


137 


20.47 








if 








S 
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Table 49 

One-way Analysis of Variance for Means of Two-year and Four-year 
Golleges and Configuration Vari able-ffumber of Employees who Directly 
Report to the Co-op Director (Span of Control.) ^- 



Spurce d.f. 


Sum of 
Squares 


Mean 
Squares 


F-Ratio F-Probabi lity 


Between Groups 1 
(2 or 4 year Colleges) 
Within Groups - •124 . 


1646.45 
28945.71 


1646. 45_ 
233.43 


_^7.05 , / 0.01* 


Jotal 125 , 


30^92.16 







*Sigmf leant ^at the .05 level. 
•Two-Year College Mean =15.62 
Four -Year College Mean =8.38 

.O^i^rences existed on the same two organizational structural 
variables found to be significantly different in testing hypothesis 2,/^ 
The data in Table 47 shows a statist^c'al ly significant difference 
between responding director^ on the formalization variable of learning 
objectives written on_ ^t-^ndnaF44^ed— forms an d d is tribut Qd^--^'o^ear— 
college , directors'^ mean resfionsfi (x=4.16).was higher than four-year 
College directors' mean response (x=3.29)-. The higher, the response 
mean, on a scale of 1 to 5,- the higher the indication that learning- 
.objectives are written on standardized forms and distributed. 

The data in Table 49 shovys a statistically significant difference 
between respQnding 'directors on the configuration variable of number of 
emp-loyees who directly report to the co-op director (span of " control-) . 
Two-year college directors reported a me-an 'of 15.62 employees 
supervised. The four-year college directors reported a mean of 8.33 
employees'^ Super vi sed. ^ ' * 



" 85 

; The forma] ization variable was a single item factor generated by 



the factor an-alysis procedure described' earlier in this s*ection. 
Becairse of the single item in the factor there was no statistical 
reliability test ^conducted. The configuration variable, span of 
control, was the number of employees directly \eporti.ng to ,the 
responding cooperative education director. There/ was .no .statistical 
reliability test conducted. Therefore, while th^null hypothesis number 
3 was rejec^d, interpretation is tenuous because of the* lack of 
re 1 1 abi I vty measures available. ^ ' ' ^ 

Exploratory Analysis * » ' 

, As a^result of the initial analysis of the data, an' exploratory 
analysis was pursued. The purpose' of this study was to identify any* 
relationships which existed aniong the variables measured. The canonical 



correTation procedure did not identify ai^ statistically signiYicant 
linear relationships among the variables. However, examination of the 
correlation matrix (Appendix P) revealed . nine inter-item ^correl ations 
"abdve il5. There existed statistical" ly significant interactiorrs 
involvitig the variables identified in the correlation matrix. 

Path^GoaTAheory^-of leadership (House 1971)' suggests thai the more 
•structured the environment, via standardization and formal izati^ the 
^mora ^ff active will^^be a leader who is low on initi ating ^structure and 
b.igh on consideration sXyles. of leadership. - Because ^significant 
di-ffer^Oces: were found involving standardization, '.formalization, and 
configuration; and the impl led rel ationships suggested by path-go^l 
theory,". further analysis of the data was undertaken. The variables 
considered for further Analysis are described in Table' S^^^elow. 
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^ Table SO' 
Variables Used for Exploratory Analysis 

r • • . 




* 


f 

^' 


• Organizational ■ ' 

iiiucpciiuciiL var lauicb 

Oescnption 


A V 

Variable Measure 


« 




STOl 


Task Instructions oral or written 

• 


Standardization 






SOi . 


Coordinator schedules own activities 


' Standardization - 






SOS 

j 


Coordinators 'activities scheduled 

by insti^^ution's admini strationi^ • ' 


^ Standardization 




■ 


. FMl 


Learning objectives written on/ 
standardized forms anjj distributed.. 


^ Formal izat ion 


• 




. 5PANC0NT 


Number of -employees who directly 
report ,ta the fo-op .director 
(span of control) / 


Conf igurat ion 






• 


.Leadership Styles 
Independent Variables , 

uescripcion 






♦ 


Symfao 1- - 


Variable Measure 






Raw'C 


t — ' • 

,Raw score on leadership style* * * - 
dimension of consideration. 


. Consideration 


/ 


•Raw S • 


Raw score on leadershi^p style . 
dimensions of initiating stV^ucture, 


Initiating ^ , 
Stru^ture^ 






Symbo 1 


Prograrn Out-come . 
Oepsndeht i^ariabVes 

Oescripition 

* . 








X 


Percent of total students who* are cboperative 

edu€;^tion students. , ^ ' , . ' 

Percent of totaTacadem'ic , department's who have. co-op 
stu<ients\ * . * , , ^ ^ / 


m 




Y- ' ■ 


Cast per coop^erative education student placement. 


* 






's. • " 

loo ' • • 






■ ERIC 

r 
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An examination of the possible ral ationship between each of the 

dependent --(pf-Ugcanu-Outcoma): variables and the independent variables 

described in Table 50 was sought. The 'statistical technique of^multiple 

regression, as suggested J)^ Borg^ and Gall (1979), was used to explore the 

strength of /r^l^ionsh vp and linkages between each dependent variable 

and each of th'e^- mdepenaent variables. Specifically,' step-wise 

inclusion ^of. the ojdependent variables was used j^o identify the 

"hierarchical construction of the independent variables and the amount of 

variance of the dependent van able* that could be explained by each of- 

the independent variables. Only those Todependent v^i^bles that were 

Statistically significant at the .05 level were cmisidered to be related 

tp the depemcJent variable bemg^TreSte^j. 

• J. ' • — 

Findings 

' T,wo 'of the independent-variables were found to be s^tatistically 
signif icapt ^predictors^ of two dependent variables. Table 51 describes 
the dependent variable and the related independent variable, the 
multiple R,. Multiple R square, and - the F-ratio for the tv^o pair of- 
reJ ated variables, .a ' ^ , 

• The statistica^l ly significant predictors shown in Table 51 suggest 
the existence of two relationships: (1) The leadership, style of 
consideration, of the cooperative \educalion director, is positively 
related to the percent of total student's who are cooperative education 

students* (2) The degree ta which cooperative education coordinators'^ 

» ' ' • 

schedule their own activities is'-'''' positively related to the cost per 
cooperative education student placement. . _ < 
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Table 51 . ' • ^ 

''■Cooperative Education Program Outcome Vari ables Found to be 
Related to Leadership Styles and Organization Structure Var*iable.s 



Independent Variable ' 


• 

Dependent Variable - 

Percent of total students who ,are 

cooler at ive retiijc at ion students. 






Multiple R 


Multiple R 
Square ' 


■■ F-Ratio 




Leadershif> Style, 
Consideration _ , ^ y 


.21? 


,05 


5.75 




Independent Variable , 


Dependent Vari able 

Cost per cooperative education students 
placement, " ^ ^ 


• ■* 


* j^ultiple R 


•'Multiple R 
Square 


E-Ratio 




Organization Structure^ 
Variable, StatidardizatTon, 
CoordTnator schedules, 
their own activiities 


.30 


> 

.09 


9.71 





Although ^statistically -significant reUt^ionsnips were identified, 



they should be viewed- with caution. Multiple R 'squares of .05 and .09 
represents that ^^prcportion of the explained variance of program 
'outcomes. - Thus; 95% ' and 91"%. of -the program outcome variances are 
ynexp'lained by thje, indepen"5gnt vari^ables shown in Table 51. > 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
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This section provides the conclusions -bashed upon the findings of 
the study. The section then concludes with recommendations for using* 
the findings and further research implications of the study. 

Conclusions ^ 

' ; ' * * 

fhis section will present > concli/sTqbs ' based ^ upon the^ 

characteristics of the' sample and the findings -of > the purposes; 
<t * • •■ 

hypotheses, and e;<pl oratory analysis of this study. 

■\ 

Characteristics of the sample \ ^ ' 4 

1. There exists a wide varjety of fornial titles* of the responding 
directors. This suggests that there, are a riumber* of directors 
who have reSDons'ibi 1 ities that ^ go beyond the ^operative 
education function. Further, that ^^cooperati ve 'education," as a 
comprehensive title, ^may not !?e . a? '.comprehensive as ^ the 

^ ^ literature would suggest. ^ 

_ 2. The. experience, age, and educational attainment .of the 
^responding directors suggested that the respondents, as a whple, 
were; well educated exp.erienced directors. The responses to the 
suryey may be- considered to be from a specialized population* 
within higher- education. 
3> There was a minority proportion (25%) of female directors in .the 
:|ample,- This suggests that the training and recruitment, of 
^ women into admlhTstrative positions in cooperative education mav 
not have been a high priority. ' 
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Purposes of the Study / , ^--^ 

• 1. To. identify leadership styles of'* directors . * 

-Comparing the 'consideration raw^score mean of 58 (x=57.50) to 
^the. norms for educational supervisors (Fleishmarr,^ 1959), 
cooperative ' education directors are in the upper end of the 
"Low" verbal . <iescription .norms range for ed'ufat'ionaV 
supervisors, ''as shown in Table 52. .The initi^ing structure raw 
. score mean*, of 43 (x=43.04)' is in the middle range of the 
"Average" verbal description norms , range,' as shown in fTable 
52 • (Ref. Appendix 0, Table 2 for compel ete norms range.) 

' Table 52 - ' ^ 

Comparison of Responding Cooperative Education Dir'ectors.' 
Leadership* Style to Norms for Educational Supe»*visors ^ ' . 



Responding Directors' Mean 

Initiating 
Considerati on Structure 


y 

Verbal 
Description 


Norms* 
Educational 

Con si deflation 


for 

S^ipervisors 

Initiating 
Structure 


• 


Very High 


73-75 


.55-51 




High 


56.-72 


.49-54 


43 


Average 


60-55 


39-46 y 


58 


Low 


54-58 


31-38 




Very Low 


Low-52 


.Low-29 



- The relatively low mean leadership style score of consideratitjn 
and Average initiating structure ^^re suggests that there 

. exi^Sts causal factors*^or such scores not measured in t-his 
study. As a group, ^Egperati ve education directors have a 
p^ceived leadership style of consideration lower than norms for 
educational supervisors. It may be that the norms- were based on 



1 f'^K'^ 
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^ other tl;iaV«*i'ghgr. education personnel, such as elementary and 
secondary educational supervisors. 

To measure organizational chafracteristics , , - / 

r " ' * . 

•The directors' reported span (jf coatrol varied widely. Th'ere 
were 29% of the directors who- reported 'having ten or more 
employees who directly reportetJ to the responding director. The 
laV.ger the span of control, ^ the more complex and ^ime consuming 
the management of the relationships resulting from increasing 
the number of subordinates (Urwick, 1956). Functi'onal 
specialization of the subordinates also influence the capacity 
of the director to effectively supervise subordinates. There 
was a proportion of directors who reported a large span of 
control and functional specialization iii all of the categories 
measured. ' ' ' , : - 

The placement of the cooperative education program^ within the' 
institution's organization i^- primarily (82%) within the 
academic part of the institution, The degree of integration 
within the academic organizational structure was^ not^irectTy 
measured. However, the rgspbnse to Likert-type "question item 13 
suggests that there is" a wide variation in the location of 
cooperative education offices.^ The item asked if co-op 
coordinafor offices were located in various academic department 
offices. The mean was 2.76, on a scale-of 1 to 5, with a wrde 
standard deviation of 1,84. . 
To measure selected program outcomes* 

♦ * 

One c^f the benefits of a successful cooperative education 
t 

exp#R4ence is that employers are able to recruTt qualified 
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personnel. The result being that co-op employers will make job 

offers to CO7OP gradOates. However, only 56% of the cftrectors 

responcJet! to this^item. Farther, nine of those who responded 

were "co7isjde>e^'^lTiva lid" r^espdns-es. As a result, the researcher 

considered the intern unreliable for analytical purposes, This'^ 

finding is 'significantVand suggests a lack of- ?:acord^keeping .or 

adaquate foilow-up procedures on^xo-op graduates, ^ 

The percent of full-time faculty part-time co-op coordinators 

was not considered a vajid measure as a program^ outcome. As 

reported earlier, there, were 53% of the programs who reported 

that no ful 1-time faculty participated as part-time co-op 

coordinators. There are other waj/s in which faculty may be 

involved in . the^ cooperative education program that were not 

measured in tlvis. study."" Speculating on* the finding may suggest 

that 'the_ cost effectiveness ijsue of such involvement (Stull, 

1-980) ^Dr^vents faculfcy^ froni^ partrtime coorSinatiqrj'^' of^ 

cooperative .education students. 

To determine relatrionship^ bet'//ieen leadership style variables 



and organizatlonal^ariables , 

There were no linear relationships found at the ,05 level ameng 

leadership ^tyle variables and, organizational .structural 

variables. ^Therefore, there appears to be na proportional 
« 

re^latlonship- among the perceived leadership styles of directors" 
of cooperative education and the envirsnment influenced by the 



ijis.titution 's organizatfonal structure, as (Pleasured In th is 
study. It is ehtirely Dossible that curvilinear relationships 
exist, or other variables influence those relationships. 



^ 5«. To describe differenced between' two.-year and four -year Jo tl^ge 
directors' leadership styles'. ~' . ' • 

^ - .There^rtere no sfai istically significant differences between two- 
year and f««vr^year college co-op directors responses on the 
.leadership Opinion Questionnaire.'- Thus, the " perceived 
leadership style "of con side-r^tlon. arid. initiating structure by 
_ -cooperative edutation directors 'are-.-not different due sol&y to 

the two-year 'or four^year college, environment . 
'6.. To' describe d iff erences Jn the variables ' be^w^eji college t'ype 
■ - — and among th^ six regions. - ' . * ^ 

-There were six two-way . interactions *found to be statistically 
significant.' ^^Analysis of th§ i^terictions^on T^og ram . outcomes 
^ . resulting from typ^e of college or geograph i^l^^ re;g ion ' with fhe 
organizational structure variables of standardization revealed' 
■...V^. no:interpretable„,paltern. There were caSes where/low. medium,* 
and high measures^ V standardization by one college-^ype ^ or 
■region. all yielded high or low program outcomes. The researcher 



can only conclude that'thg interactions were/ (1) artifacts pf 
the data;" or (2) there exists a moderating element, not measured 
> in this study-, which influences the interactions. 

7. ^To' identify strength of re lat ionsh^ips among the variables'. 

-■There were no statistically significant ' -li near relationships 
'among the leadership styles, Organization structure, and 
^^qooperatTve education program outcome variables, -as measured in 
this stiJdy. ^As a result, it is concluded that the perceived, 
leadership styles of cooperative \ education directors, rtor the 

t 
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perceived organizational structural environment ha-s • a • 
.significant effect on the percent of total students who are 
cooperative ed.uca.tion students, the -percent of academic 
departments who have, co-op students, 'and the .cost per 
cooperative education student placenffent. Thus, the streng;th of 
any such relationships which may exist could not be measured. ' 

• . • ^ 

- Hypothesis 

• ^* . - . >^ 

1. No relationship exists among the variables, - f 

- As a result, of the absence of statistically significant linear 
' . relationships among the indefJendent and dependent variables, the 

null RJfrothesis, number one, was not rejected. It would appea^r 
that other variables, not measured in this study, may exist that - 
^have stronger' relationships than those measured • ^ ' • 

1. No difference exists^ among -the regions, on the variables. 

- signifjjiaiyi finding ijs_._tha'tL..^rLLjt._.two -of - the seven - 

organizational variables measured were* found 'to be statistically 
different. Further\- the perceived leadership styles ' of 
'(directors was found ' tV'>i]iave no statjstically. significant 

^differences .among the six ^o^DhicaT regions irt the United 

\ ( ^ 

States . 



^ This lack of differences among regions suggests that .the regions 

may be» too large ^nd thus, there exMsts no distinguishable 

pattern that is different from one region of the country' to 
* •* " 

another in terms of leadership styles and the organizational 

structural variables of • centralization , standardization, and 

placement within the organization. StatisticaJ ly sign^icaht 

' differences did occur among .geographica 
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f ormalizatloh variable^ and orre cjif i^ura'tiqn 



1 ' 



region's on* one 
variable . 



-The formal izatioh '-varvable,' learti'ing ■i)baectives .written 
•'standardized forms and -distributed, resulted in region 5 
.(Northwest)' haying higher, mean responses -than did region 1 (New 
England) and region 4 (fiorth Central). It may be concluded that 
cooperative edjj^ation directors- at colleges in the"~ northwest 
. place greater egiphasi's ^on. written - learning o"bjectives for 
cooperative education students, tiie written objectives are \hen ' 
distributed to the. student, coor,dinator, a'nd employer. • • 

:The configuration variable, span of control, .was found to be . 
statistically, different among mean responses ^from region ^5 
(Northwest),' and regions 1 (New England), 2- (Mi'ddle 'States) , '3 • 
; (Southern),, and 4 {nor*^ Central). Oirec tori from the northwest 
• region have significantly' larger numbers'/ df employees who 
directly report to them, than , Jio 'directors 'in fhe^^central- and " 
eastern portion of the United States, 
-A Hnkage^ betf/een. largerC^pan of contro'l and written learning 
bbjectives in region 5 may be- speculated'. > The mor,e employees 
the . director must supervise, the more formal the record' keeping ■ 
' system, at least 4n terms of documenting' cooperative educati''on 
'^Ttudent le^irning 6bjectives, - -^-r. 
'No -difference ex ists ^etween type of college on tJle' variabli^. 
-•The ^same two organizati'pn' structural^ variables, found to be" 
significantly different among regions- in hypotheses' 2-.we re found j 
to- be different- between , t^-year and four-year "college 
directors. The fomalization , variable, learning objectives 
written on standardized, forms' and' djstribuSd, -resulted in tw5- 
year col lege •di rectors ' mean responses to be higher than I'our- 
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,War college directors* mean- responses * - Therefore, two-ye^r, 



:o11ege 'directors^ place greater emphasis ^fcwritten learning 

y objectvves 'f or' coo()erati ve education student^t'han do four-year' 

cTollege directors , ^ - , 

t * 

-The configuration variable, ^'span «^'of -control , was found to be 
statistical ty different between* mean - responses of two-year 
college directors and four-year college directors , Two-year 
. college* di rectoTs -have signif ieant^ly larger number of employees 
who.^direcCTy report to them, than do directors at four-year 
xolleges. This finding may be interpreted as di rectors ' from 
two-year colleges have^ more fubordinateV due to; (1) ^the 
. director has multiple responsibilities and thus, supervises more 
tl>axL,xo-op personnel, and/or (2)' there are a larger number of 
personnel employed in- two-year college co-op programs than four- 
year college co-op prdgrams. 

^xpl oratory Analysis ' ' - , 

1,^ There, exists a statistically significant relationship betw,een 
^the^ percent of total students wjio are cooperative education 
students ahd the ^director ' s self -perceived leadership st34e-- 
variable of 'cons^'deration. The higher the leadership .style of 
consideration perceived by th^ ^ director,, the- higher the 
proportion^ of students ^enroJled in the .cooperative education 
program* Statistical*sjgnif icance ar>d , practical significance in 
this^case, may not coincide* Conceptually, if khcJwledge, of a 
directory's concern for his/her subordinates is known, this 
finding suggests that 95% of the variance -in cb-op ^ program 
enrollment is:,dt/e to other factors, and in particular, factors 
other thai^those measur^ed in this "Study. 



2, The statT^ically significant rela-tionships between the co'st per 
cooperative education student placement , and the degree to which 
co-op coordinators schedule - their own activities is unusual. 
;^.Jhis finding'^suggests that co-op coordinators* who are given tl?e 
.autonomy ^to schedule their own activities (less structure) will 

increase the cost of placing cQ,o,perati ve educatiSn^students on 

>i 

work assignments. The correlation was 'found to be 30%, but the 

•* 

explained Variance *was only 9%.. This finding' should be 
interpreted carefully, as it *woald suggest . that co-op 
coordinators activities should be more structured' if lower, 
placement costs are desired. . ^ ^' 



"Recorranendati ons 



The following recommendations are based upon the findings, 
limitations, and conclusions^ of^his study, 

1. Because of the low proportion of female to male directors of 
cooperative education, it is recommended that a hfghen priority 
be given to" the recruitment and training of women for 

♦ administrative positions in cooperative education; 

2. Future research in cooperative education can be improved through 
current mail ins lists. It is recommended that an effort be made 
to establish a ^yst-em to provide a regular .updating of persoTinel 
and addresles in cooperati<^e education, ^ 

3. The leadership. style of'consideration ha'd a mean score which was 
z: - low compared to norms for educational supervisors. The measure 

was • a self-perceDtion by responding directors, 'It is 
reconmended that directors 'of cooperative education programs 
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employ the Leadership' Opinion Questionnaire to discover -their 

perceiv^' leadership, styles. ' Cooperative education- trainihg. 

centers tan use the LOQ to assist directors to measure their 

perceived- leadership styles. Those directors who score low on 

consideration should seek ways to improve how they perceive, 

their concern for their subordinates. Cooperative education ' 

training 'centers should consider developfhg programs that y/o^uld 

assist director's .in relating with theif subordinates* 

.A number of. director's reported sp^irf ot control was in excess of 

ten/ and one regujj^te^d t-hatVg subordinates reported directly .to 

the respondfng director. It is recommended that administrators 

review ^ the^- .qontiguration of units under their direction. 

Further, that 'th^ sp-^iji of control of cooperative education 

directors be adjusted, as fTeeded, to provide optimal suDervision 

to^ subordinates to achieve program goals. , 

Respons-es to ^.|:tie questions related to the existence, revision, v. 

and distribution of an institutional orgahization chart were 

mixed. T)iei:e^^were 19% who reported that ^they did not receive an 

organization chart, and 45% who reported that revisions .were not 

made ^or dist)*-|buted Institution administrators should make an 



effort to • s-ee that all college administrators receive an 
organization chart, and that the charts be appropriately 
revised. ^ In some cases, cooperative education directors should 
make the effort to ^ obtain their^ institution's curre^ 
organ izatipnil chart. 

There were^ ''ST-^ of the directors who reported, that the 
cooperative education ' program did not have a written procedure. 



J 
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rulesV apd.piMVqy manual for operationjof the co-op program. It 
is recomnended that ,those programs who Tack such a manual' set as " 
higher priority ;the' development of. a manoai/for the operation of 
-their _ cooperative education, program. 'Procedures, rules, and 
policies shot/Id be the rksult of setting goals and planning an 

educatioji pro^r'am. Further, such 
procedures, rules, and /policies car] be the basis for program • 
evaluation and a meansj to change and develop the cooperative 
^education curritjulum. 

The literature (Hayes & Travis', 1975; Perloff & Sussna,"- 1^8; 
Knowles. et al. 1971; Sodey, 1975; Hutt, 1977) suggest that the 
'extent to which coopei^atjve education' employers make job offers 
to co-op graduates is/a measure of program effectiveness. Only 
■55%-were able to respond to this measure, and nine were found to 
be unrealistic responses. It is reconmended that cooperative 
education directors Lke an effdrt to collect such data both for 
reporting purposes ind for program evaluation.^ 
The' significant Relationship between cooperative education 
coordinators who ^chedule their own activities and increased 

CO 



:oS^s per cooperative -education student placement should concern 
co-dp- directors-. /Individual coordinator's activities should be 
reviewed to deter|n'ine the' effectiveness of those activities for^ 
coordinators who/ have the autonomy to schedule their own 
activities, \ 



RecofTynendations fpr Further Research 
The findings,^ limitations, and conclusions of this study are the 
basis for the following recormiendations for further research. 



Through random sampling procedures, an extremely low proportion 
of private -two-year colleges .were* identtfi'ed' which have 
cooperative education programs. It is recormiended {hat research 
be conducted fo determine if sucK a Wproport'ion does in fact 
exist, and if so, why private tWo-year colleges ha.ve not adopted 
cooperative educat^ion programs. ^ ' " ' 

This study has identified the leadership styles of cooperative 
edu(?ation directors to be low in comparison to norms - for 
educational supervisors. The use of the Leadership Opinion 
Questionnaire (LOQ) provided a self-perception of the two, 
leadership style constructs of consideration and 'initiating 
structure. A more thorough understanding of the leadership 
Styles of co-t)p directors could be obtained through follow-up 
studies which would ' replicate feiis study and use other 
instruments, such as the Leader ^Behavior Description 
Questionnaire (LBDQ). The LBDQ . can measure the director's 
leadership style as perceived by subordinates or the director's 
inmedi^te superior. 

There was a lack of strong relationships tetween organizational 
structural variables and cooperative *€ducati on program* outcomes 
as measHjrejJ in' this study. This finding suggests tvio 
reconomendations . 

a. iMeasures of organizational structural variables need to be 
tf>yrefined to. develop more consistent >Qnd congruent measures 
of organizations in higher education, ♦ 



b. Cooperative education program outcome variables, that can 
be quantified, be identified in add ition to those measured 
in this study. 

Thus, with'refined and/or additional measures, further- research 
can be conducted to identify any relationships wHich may exist. 
There was a wide variation in the reported number 'of sub- 
ordinates who directly reported to the co-op director (span of 
control). In addition, nearly 30% reported a span of control of 
ten or- more subordinates. Two-year, college co-op directors had 

.a sign if i early larger span of control than did four-year, 
college co-op directors. Also, the northwest region (5) co-op 
directors reported a significlntly larger s^jan of control" than 
did regions other than the western region (5). It is 
recomnencted that research be conducted ^to assess, ifi deiail, the 
configuration of cooperatjtve ecJucatiqn programs, and to attempt 
to determine the relationships between director 's span of 
control and ^ task responsibil ities ^(not measured > in this 
study), ^ Further, to determine if director's span of control 

'"differs with regard to subordinates perception of the director's, 
leadership styles . 

The percent of part-time coordinators who*were full-time faculty 
was reported as none by 53%' of the responding directors. In the 
conclusions'* section,' speculation was made^suggesti no that such 
involvement may not exist due to a lack of cost effectiveness. 
ReseareFT should be conducted to^determine the*ciuse{s} for non- 
involvement ' in coordination activities. Certain benefits are 
accrued through such involvement-, and further research should 

Us 
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Attempt to^assess the value loss vyhere instructional faculty do 
riot ^cpordin^te cooperative education students. 
Thevy^cf-way interactions between type of college or region and^ 
organi2^ti*on structural variables of standardization suggest ' 
further investigation. It is reconmended that further research 
;be conducted to determine if other variables" (not identified in 
this study) influence such interactions. 

the finding that the northwest (region 5) and two-year colleges 
appear to pi ace a greater emphasis on cooperative education 
learning objectives being wrLitten ' on standar^dtzed forms and 
distributed to the director, coordinator, student, and employer 
is significant. This finding .suggests that the cool)erati ve 
education principle^ of establishing, meaningful learning 
objectives'' varies regional ly -^nd between typp of institutions. 
Further ^ research is needed .to measure* ^he extent to which 
learning objectives are established and the various methods for 
establishing such objectives. 

The director'* s leadership style of consideration was found to be 
related to the percent of total students^ who are cooperative 
-education studepts. However, 95% of the variance -in percent' of ' 
cojpp enrollment, was nat explained by the director's leadership 
style of consideration. It is recommended that further research 

4 

be conducted to^ determ ^e ot her^variabl es which contribute to 
increased participation of students in cooperative educati'bn 
programs. 
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9. Fully 91% of the varianxre in cost per cdopera^tive education 

student placement was unexp'lained by meaSMr^s in this study. 

Further research should be conducted to. identify olfher variables 

which contribute to increased costs of student placement. 
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Appendix;. A • * 
Reg i on a^^re alcdown 



New England Region 

.Connecticut 
Maine 

Massachusetts 
New Hanipshire - 
5hode Island 
Vermont ' 

Middle States Region 
Del aware 

District of Columbia 
Maryl and 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsyl vani a 



Southern Region 

A1 abama 

Florida 

Georgia 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Mississippi 

North Carolina 

SoutJ/Caroljna 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Virginia 



North' Central Region 



Arizona 
Arkansas - 
■ Colorado 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Ohio. 
Oklahoma' 
South Dakota 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin " 
Wyoming 



^^y^ Northwest Region 

A^laska 
Idaho 
Montana 
Nevada 
^Oregon 
Utah 

Washingto'n 

Western Region 

Cal ifOrnia 
Hawaii 



12B 



Appendix B 
Expert Panel 



Ms. Barbara Heller 

Graduate School and University Center 
City University of New York 



New York, New York 10036 

Or. James Varty 
' McComb Conmunity College 
14500. Twelve Mile Road. 
Warren County 
McComb, Michigan 4B093 

Dr.., Dorothy McNut 
College of the Mainland 
8001 Palmer Highway 
Texas City, Texas 77590 

'Dr. James Wilson . ^ 

Northeastern University 

360 Huntington Avenue 
--Boston, Massachusetts 02115 

Dr. Kim BoaU* ^ 

Utah State University 

Department of ^Business Administration 

Assistant Professor 

Logan, Utah 84322 

Dr. Harry Heineman 
La Guardia Cormiunity College 
31-10 Thomson Avenue 
' LOng Island City, Ne*^ York 11101 

Dr.- Louis W: Trefft ' 
Assistant Professor 
University of Cincinnati 
D^ivisi-on of Professional Practice 
Cincinnati, Ohio^ 45221 / 



Virginia Beach Campus 
Tidewater C.C. 

Virginia Beach, Virginia 23456 

Mr. Mark Anderson, Asst. Dean 
Director of Cooperative Education 
Gustavus Adolphus College 
St. Peter, Minnesota 56082 



33 West 42nd Street 




Mr . Sam lamb 
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COOPERATIVE EDUCATION 
DIRECTOR SURVEY ■ 

tor's leadersiiip style. .- "^^"^'a. »operacve educaoon program outcomes, and direc- 
•Parti 'Background Data , 
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2. Cfraeoronly 

» - * * .( 
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7. - 
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' Part ni Cooperative education Program Data 



32. 



3A. 



3S. 



7« or 00^ ««p^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^^ 

Part fV Leadersiifp Opinion Questionnaire 



07. 



4t. 



oo* >*^*rKt^ Of d«t»«h tii« 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR VALUABLE IfclPUTTO THIS RESEARCH PRCJECTI 
. YOUR SUPPORT IS APPRECIATED!! ' 



FOH RESEARCmss USE O^^LY: 





RAWSCOPE 1 PSSCSOTLS 
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s 
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, Appendix D 

L.O..Q. Validity, Reliability, and Normative Data 

Reliability . Internal consistency. reliabilities were obtained by the 
split-hajf method (correlations for odd- and even-numbered items within 
each scale, corrected for full length of each scale). Test-retest 
reliabilities were obtained with a three-month Interval between test ' 



periods for the sample of 31 first-line supervisors and a one-month 
interval for the sample of 24 Air Force NCOs. Split-half reliabilities 
and test-retest reliabilities (denoted by *) are shown in Table 1. ^ 

Table 53 ' 
Reliability Estimates of the LOQ 



N . 


Sample , 

» 


c 


S 


122 


First-line Supervisors 


.70- • 


.n 


202 


ROTC Cadets 


.80 


.82 


394 


Manufacturing Employe^' 


'.89 


.8& . 


120 , 


Executives 


:62 


.80 


31 


, First-line Supervisors 


.80* 


.74* 


80 


Foremen in a Pharmaceutical Company 


.70- 


.69 


24 


Air Force NCOs 


.77* 


'.67* 


90 


Supervisor Applica^nts in Swedish 


< 






Company ^ 


.74 


-.82 



Validity. ^Cortstruct validity is ^maximized. The two dimensions measured 
by the LOQ Were developed by factor-analysis procedures, rtem-' ana lysis 
was carried out to provide homogeneous measures of considerafcrion- and 



_ - % 

structure. Empirical validities— correlations between the, LOQ scales and 
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a variety of different criteri-^, which have been obtained previously in 
di.verse organizations withViff erent types of supervisors and managers, 
have demonstrated significant correlations. 

Normatfve Data are based on more than three thousand supervisory and- 
managerial personnel in diverse organizations and organizational 
"'"S^I'S^ Normy^f^rdugat Tonri"i)uperv I'sors^^e"" shown in Table 2*. 

0 

' ':,^\ . ' Table 54 * ' 

_7 Norms for Educational Supervisors' 

\^ • • • ' - 



\ Educational Supervisors 

•yerm . N = 100 

De^tription ^ Percentile' C ^ - S 



High 



High 



Average 



Low 



' Very 
Law 



99 


■ 76 


61 


98 


74 




97 


73 


55 


95 


72 


/ 54 


90 


71 V 


52 


85 


70 


51 


80 


68 


50 


75 


66 


49 


69 


65 


46" 


60 ^ 


63 


44 


50 


62 


' 42 


40 


61 


41- 




60 


■ 35 


25 


58 


38 


20 


57 — 


37 


15 


56 


36 


10 - 


55 


34 


5 


. -54 


31 


3 
.1 


52 


•29 
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BACKGROUND DATA 



Appendix E 
Questionnaire Schedule 



ITEM NO, INFORMATION 



1 ' ' Years in present position 

2 Gender 

3 , Age ^ 

^ * • . Educational Attainment 

5' / Yeajs experience in co-op 

6 X - Type' of institution 

9 Director's- formal tiile- ' 



LEADERSHIP STYLE (LEADERSHIP OPINION "QUESTIONNAIRE) 

ITEM NO. ON LOQ ' STYLE CONSTRUCT -. . . 

1, 3, 4, 6, 9, 14 Initiating Structure 

16»- is, 20, 21, 25 

27, 29, 30, 31, 32 

35, 36, 38, 40 *■ ' 

2j 5, 7.,. 8, It), 11 Consideration 
J2, 13, 15, 17, 19 ■ « 
22, 25, 28, 29' j * 



ORGANIZATION STRUCftJRAL CH-ARACTERISTICS 



ITEM • ■ ' 
. NO. . , ' ' ^ .. ' - 

'11, 12, 13, .14, ,29, 30, 31 Centralization-Decentralization 

7 (a-f), 27, 28 o ' Configuration 

.8, 9, 27, (for conformation of pl.acement with-in organization) 

15, 16, 17,' 18, -19, 20 Standardization 

21, 22, 23. 24. 25. 26 " . Forqial ization 



QUANTIFIED COOPERATIVE EDUCAtlON EFFECTIVENESS VARtABLES. 



ITEM NO. . 



VARIABLE 



•32 f 41x100 
7b f 39x100 ' 
3:^ i 38x100 

35 ^.34 

36 * 37x100 V 



Percent^age of co-op students of 
total, students . | 

r 

Percent of full-time faculty who 

are co^-op coordinators 

Percent of -academic departments ' 

who have co-op students 

Cost per co-op student placement 

Percent of co-op employers making 

job offer? to co-op ^ra^uates-. 



Appendix F" 
Pilot Sample 
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120006 

'Robert Di carlo J 
Director of*^^ Cooperative Education 
Greenfield Cornnunity College 
Greenfield, Massachusetts 01301 
Mr. Di(;arlo " 

.120013 
Lorraine Fine 

Coordinator- Commun ity Based Learning 
^Ndr-th Shore ^omniunity College 
Beverly, Massachusetts 01915 - 
Ms. Fine - 

^220103* 

Or. Alfred E. Berkow'itz, Prgm. Dir. 
Kingsborough Community College. 
Oriental Blvd. Manhatten Beach 
Brooklyn; New York 11235^ 
Dr. Berkowitz 

220153 ^ . 

6art Burne, Oir.^ Cooperative Ed, 
Lackawanna Junior College 
j535 Linden. Street 
ScratoW, Pennsylvania 18503 
•Mr. Burne 



420^04 

Gary L. Boatright - ; 

Director, Occupational Programs * 
,Seminole Junior College 
Seminole, Oklahoma' 74858. 
^r. Boatright 

, 14000^ ^ 
David >/. Ea^on, Dir. Coop & Plcmt 
Central New England College 
768 Main Street 

Worcester, Massachusetts * 01608 
Mr. Eaton 

140041 ' ' ^ . ^ ^ 

Edward J.* Page 

Director Tof Cooperative Education 
University of Maine at Machias 
Machias,' Massachusetts 04654 
Mr. Page ' . ^ 

240137 

Louis T. Chirpes ; 
Director of Cooperative Education 
Robert Morris College^, 
Pittsburgh, PennsyJvania 15219 , 
Mr. Chirpes ^ 



'320225 

Dempsey D". Burgess 
Director of Occupational Ed. , 
College of 'the Alberinarle 
Elizabeth City, North Carolina 
Mr. Burgess . * . 



Ed. 



240149 

.B. R: Irvini Dir. Cooperative 
Susquehanna University 
Univer'Sity ''Avenue 
27909 Selinsgrove, Pennsylvania 17870 
Mr. Irvin • " . ' ^ / 



320^23^ , _ ^ 

Maxeen Guthrie, Dir. Coop Ed. & P'lmt. 
North Harris County Colleae 
2700" West West Thorne Road 
Houston, Texas 77073^ 
Ms . Guthrie ^' ^ 

^^420473 

^Phi^ 0. Randolph, Assoc* D6'an Occ Ed 
Glendale Community College'^ 
6000 West Olive Avenue 



Glendale* Arizona 
Mr. Randd^lph 



85301 



340247^-; 

J, Wesl ly Kennedyv**Dif^. Coop. Ed.' 
BaptistXolle.qe at Char Is ton 
P.p., BOX 10087 

Charleston, South Carolina '294-11 
Mr. Kennedi^ - ' . k 

340392 

Marjorie McKay 

Director, Career Plcmt & Coop Ed 
Universit^^ New Orleans 
New Oriels, iQuisi ana 70122 
McKa\ 




;erjc ^- 
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440642 

Susanne M. Skubal 
Coord. Careership. Progr.am 

of Wisconsin Center-Man itowoc 
Manitowoc-j Wisconsin 54220 
Ms. Skubai., 

440732 ^ 
Lucy Sibley 

Asst • Director, Life Planning Ctr. 
Saint Mary College 
Leavenworth, Kansas 66048 
Ms. Sibley . 

520780 * ^ 
Sarah Jones, Cpord. Cooperative Ed, 
Mti H9od Community College 
26000 South East Stark 
Gresham, Oregon 97030 
Ms . Jones ' * ' ^ 

52080y 

Dr. H. Daniel -Madsen 
Director of Cooperatfve Education 
Lower Columbia College 
Longview, Washington 98632 
Dr. Madsen 

620836 
Fred Lewis 

Cooperative Education Program' 
Sarv Diego City College 
San Diego, California 92101 
Mr. Lewis 
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620872 

Al Erickson, Dir.jCooperati ve Ed. 
Laney^Xo liege 
900 Fallon Street ^ . 
Oakland, Californii^ 94607 
Mr. Ericksop - 

540777 

Lane L. tompton. Dir. Co-op Ed. 
Brigham 'Young University 
371, Est B • • " 

Provo, Utah 84602 
Mr. Compton 

540794 

Melanie Bookman, Din. Co-op Ed. 
Edmonds Corrmunity College 
20000 68th Avenue West 
Lynnwood, Washington 98036 
M? * Boosman - ' ' 

640865 ♦ 
Dr. Gerrit Groen, Program Director 
University* of San Franqisco 
-^21*Fulton Avenue 

San Francisco, California ' 94117 - 
Dr. Groen^ 

640886 

- ^ C. Bruce John'Ston, Cooperative Ed. 
. Coor . ^ ^ ^ 
HumboJdt State University \ 
Career Development tenter \ 
Areata, California 95521 ^ 
Mr. Johnston 



Append'ix G 
'Example- of Pilot Study Cover Letter 



July 15, 1980 



John /Do^ 

Director of Cooperative Education 

Blank town College- . - " • ^ 

Anyplace, ;^State 00000, ' - ' 

YOURy|lELP^ IS NEEDED! * 7- 

4 

Dear Mr, Doe . . - . 

^ : ^ ^ ' - ' \ \ \ 

Your cooperative ^ucationlexperierrce can contribute to some very 
important res ear cmt As? the^ director of .your institution's cooperative 
education prograiii>,|your responses to, and evaluation of, the enclosed 
questionnafVe vu.Wprov.ide valuable input idr -improving the proposed 
study. This pha^ of the,r^e$ee(rch i's^a pilot study rto' determine the 
viability of tji^e^tjuestionnaire. * An^ expert panel has assisted in the 
develofeiTfentay^procpss.f^^^ s^Oi^vey instrument. ^ . 

Determining ,f^ *that^<^tribute to^ successful Cooperati/e'e^iucation 

pro-ams .pfough /esearch^Us an impjjrtant way in which we An contribute 
knowledge/ to the \fc^^erat,iye^ 'education coirmunity. ThiSy«udy will 
att&Q^p^o identifyVsome tolF Ihe j^elated factors which contribu'te to 
program outcomeis, v^.llowi'ng^fhis pilot study, personnel from Utah State 
University will he c<?nducting a nation-witle' study of co,opera1;ive 
eduGfiti on pj^og^am di,r*&c tors'/ institutions of higher e^cation. The 
purpQS|'Of this study ts^to gefther data on, the director's lea^iership 
^ style, the propragp^and institution's .organizational structure, and co-op 
■ projgram outcogjes . The data'wilT be ar^alyzed to identify any . 
relationships tl\at mSy exist. The questionnaire has been designed based, 
upon Leadership and Organization Theory and adapted to 'cooperative 
ed.ucStion. * ' • 

vey,^we neecj^ your help in completing* and 
ering instrumentr After completing the 
questionnaire, please complete the short evaluation, form accompanying 
the questionnaire. , ^ • . ^ * 



^ When you have completed -the qciestionnaire an3 the evaluation form, . 
please return them by July 25, 1980 , in the enclosed, addressed 
envelope.. Please call 801-750-2276, if this mailing date cannot, 

be met. If-,you would like a^ copy of the results of the final survey, 
please complete the Request for Findings form enclosed, and return it 
with the questionnaire and^ evaluation' form. Your assistance in com- 
pleting the- questionnaire 'and the evaluation .form will be greatly 
appreci'ated .. I wil;l be to^kipg forward to your response. 

• ' Sincerely 



William A. Stull 
Project Director - 



Michael M. Homer 
Research Consultant 



Enclosures , (4) 
mh/tm 




Appendix H . ... 
Pilot Study Evaluation Form for the 
Cooperative Education Directors Survey 

Please answer the following questions after completing the items 
contained in the questionnaire. Please make any comments on the reverse 
side of this form. 



l^Were the directions Tor the various "sections clear? { ) YES { ) NO 

2. Were the questions and statements clear? ( ) YES ' ( ) NO 

If "NO", please indicate what sections'or items were ambjflij|||iMnd in 
what way were they unclear. Any suggestions to -improve waffing will 
be appreciated! 

3. ' Was there any terminology in the questionnaire which needs to be 

defined in ord^ to clarify the questions or statements'? ^ 

.V > ^ • { ) YES ( ) NO 

Please circle 4he unclear te^ms on the questionnaire. 

4. Were the questions and statements appropriate for cooperative 
educati^on directors at Institutions of higher education in the United 
States; that is, do you believe they will have the ability, capacity, 
and resources to adequately 

respond? ( ) YES ( ) NO 

IT "NO", please identify the items on , the reverse side of this form 
• and the reason you believe the item will not result in an appropriate 
responsei * 

:5. Were there any. i-tems you think may not be valid; that is, do any of 
the questions or statements appear to deal with irrelevant content 
other than background -data for the respondent, institution and co-of) 
program organization, .and quantified program outcofTfes?, 

^ . ( ) YES ( ) NO 

Please note thofse items which you would suggest be omitted and 
identify your reason the item is invali^d.on the reverse side of this 
form. 

6. Do you feel the questionnaire is too long, including the Leadership 
Opinion^ Questionnaire? ( ) YES ( ) NO 

If/7ES", please note below any suggestions for changes or 
administration of the questionnaire. 



7. Was the orlnting size of t-he questionnaire large enough for ease of 
reading? , ^ < ( ) YES ( ) NO 



Title Name 



Appendix I 
Example of Request for Findings /orm 



^ REQUEST FOR FINDINGS 

Please send me the results of the study pn the relati5rT?thip of 
cooperative education directors leadership style, organization 
structure, on cc^op program outcomes. 

SEND TO: 

NAME ^ 



TITLE . 
DEPARTMENT 



1 



INSTITUTION 
ADDRESS 



CITY : -^TATT 



• H3 
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Appendix J 

Exapiple of Nottfication of Selection Letter 
October 1,^1980 ' ■ ' 

John Doe 

Director of Cooperative Education 

Blanktown College , , . ' ^ j. 

Anyplace,. State 00000 . * " ' - 

Dear Mr. Doe 

You have been selected to participate in a very important research 
project concerning leadership, organizations and outcomes in cooperative 
education. In approximately two weeks you will receive by mail, a 
questionnaire intended to accomplish the purpose^ of this stQdy. As the 
director (person responsible) of your institution's cooperative 
education program, your, responses to the survey wi.ll be valuable in 
"contr^ibuting to new knowledge for the cooperative education cotmiunity. 

This study is intended to -identify some of -the related factors which 
contribute to cooperative education program outcomes. Personnel from* 
Utah State University under the auspices of the United States Department 
of Education will gather data on the director's- leadership style, the 
program and_ institution's organizational structure, and co-op program 
outcomes. The data you provide will be combined with other direct<JD's 
responses. Your identity will rema4n confidential. 

Personnel 'changas inevitably occur. We have attempted to obtain the 
most current available list of cooperative education directors. If this 
letter is in^ anyway improperly addressed, please accept our apologies. 
Please make note of any changes that should be made on the enclosed 
addressed postcard "and mail the card as soon as possible so there will 
be no delays in your receiving the survey materials . 

We will be looking forward to your responses to this survey. 

. ^' ' ^ 

Sincerely 

Or. Wmiajn A. Stull - ^ 

Project Director and - ' . 

Chairman of the CEA Research .Committee 



Michael M. Homer 
Research Consultant 

MHrtm 
Enclosures 



11 i 
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Appendix K 
E-xamp1e of Initial Mailing Cover Letter 



October -20^ 1980 



John Doe 

Director of Cooperative Educati^orv' . ». 
Blanktown Collide'; ^ " \ 

Anyplace, State 00000 



Dear Mr. Doe 

You and your institution's cooperative education program can contribute 
some very important information to a better understanding of cooperative' 
education program success. As» director of your institution's 
cooperative education program, your responses to the enclosed survey are 
needed for this, study to be valid and representative of co-op programs 
nation-wide. 

The 'questionnaire has been developed based Ijpon Leadershila and 
Organization Theory and adapted to cooperative education. Members of 
the Cooperative Education Association research committee have assisted 
in the development of the survey instrument and a pilot study has 
confirmed its viability. The pmMOse of this study Is to gather data on 
the director's leadership style,Whe program and Institution's 
or'ganizational structure, ^and co-op program outcomes. The data will be 
analyzed to assess any relationships, which may exist. 

This national study is being conducted by personnel from Utah State 
University and is supported by the United State Department of , 
Education. We recognize how busy you are with the beginning of the 
school year. and appreciate your time and contribution. 

When you have completed the ^urvll, please return them by November 3, 
1980 > jn the enclosed, addressed envelope. Please call ^t 801-750-2346, 
if this mailing date cannot.be met. If you would like a copy of the 
results of the survey, please complete the Reque>t f or" Firidings form 
enclosed, and return it with the completed questionnaire. We will be 
looking forward to your response. 

Sincerely 

^Dr. Will'iam A. Stull 
Project Director 



Micliael M. Homer 
Rese^cti Consultant 

MH:tm 

Enclosures (3) 




4-. 



Appendix L 
'F*'ostcard Fon(^-up Message 



On October 20, 1980-, a mail questionnaire concerning 
Leadership, Organization, and C-coperative Education 
Program Outcomes was sent to you. As of this mailing 
we have not received your response to this important ' 
^survey. If you have already" completed the 
..questionnaire. Thank you. If you have not completed " 
the survey, please take time now to repond, your 
participation is vitally needed. 

Sincerely ^ 



•Or. Willi&m A. Stull 



; lis 
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Appendix M ^ / 

Example of Follow-up Mailing Cover Letter 

November 25, 1980 



John Doe 

Director of Cooperative Education 
•Blank town College : "^-^ 



Dear^ Mr . Doe 
OUR MAILBOX IS EMPTY! 

Your respoh^eillL the cooperative education survey which was 'sent on 
October 20th has not been received. Your participation in the study is 
vitally important! 

If you have mailed the completed questionnaire, THANK YOU. If, however, 

you have been extremely busy and have deferred compl^tina the 

questionnaire or if you have not received the original questionnaire, we 

are end osing- another survey and pre-posted return envelope. 

The reliability and validity of this/^sttfdy depends upon your responses 
to this survey; Please take the Uffle _now to complete and return the 
enclosed survey. The research tepm and the cooperative education 
community with the support of theUJ.S. Department of Education is 
relying upon ygur participation jn helping to identify the Leadership 
Styles and Organizational characteristics which contribute to effective 
Cooperative Education" Program'Outcomes . 

Along with the survey forms we are enclosing' a Request For Findings Form 
which you may wish to complete and return with the. completed survey. As 
soon as the study is complete we will be happy to send you. the findings 
of this important research .effort . The time schedule of this research 
project is suchr that your inmediate response is needed. Our (nail box is 
eagerly awaiting your response to the survey. 

Resperctfully, 

Dr. William A. Stull • . ' 

Project Director ^ » • 



Michael Homer 
Research Consultant 

P.S. If you have any questions, please call us at (SOL) 750-2346. 
MHrtm - ^ * • ' 



APPENDIX N 
Example of Thank You Letter 



John Doe >: . - 

Director of Cooperative Education < 

Blanktown College . ' 

Anyplace, State* 00000 ' ' - , ' 

Dear Mr, Doe • * » ' 

All too frequently researchers do not t^ke the time to recognize 
the contributions or the participants in research studies. Your 
participation on the recent cooperative education research study 
on Leadership, Organization and Program Outcomes has been of great 
value. • - 

I want to personally thank you and express rrty most sincere* 
appreciation for^your time and effort in completing and returniag 
the questidnnaire, . ^ 

If I can ever be of service, please feel free to contaqt me. 

Most sincerely, 



Dr. William A. Stull 
Project Director 

Mich'ael M. Homer 
Research Consbltant 

MH:tm 
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Table 55 - 

Variable Li.st and Correlation Matrix for Leadership Style 
, Variables and Organizational Structural Variables 



Symbol 



INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 



Description 



Variable Measure 



Raw C 
Raw S 



Raw 5Core on leadership style 
dimension of consideration 

Raw score on leadership style, 
dimension of initiating 'structure 



Consideration 
Structure 



Symbol 



DEPENDENT VARIABLES 
Description 



Variable Measure 




^ENT 2 Decision making authority 

STDl Task instructions oral or written 

SDl Coordinator schedules own activities 

SD3 Coordinator activiti es^ scheduled by 

institution's administration 

FMl ^ Learning objectives written on 

standardized forms and cj^pies 
distributed 

0R6PTHAC Co-op program located within 
academic or non-academic 
organization 

SPANCONT Number of employees who directly 
report to 'the co-op director 
(Span of control ) - 



Centralization , 
Standardization 
tandardization 
Standardization 

Fornral ization 



P1 acement within 
organization 

Configuration 



RAW C RAWS CENT2 ♦ STOI^ SQ1 SD3 FMl ORGPTHAC SPiWDNT 



RAW C 


1.00 














RAW S 


-0.09 


1.00 












CENT2 


-0.12 


-0.07 , 


1.00 










ST01 


-0.03 


o;ii 


-0.02 


1.00 








SOI 


0.01 


, 0.05 


-0.13 


0.07 ^ 


1.00 






503 


0.01 


*^0.17 


0.00 


0.05 ' 


0»Q5 


^ 1.00 




FMl 


o.di 


0.05 


-0.05 ^ 


. 0.07 


o.'u 


0.10 


• 1.00 


ORGPTHAC 


-0.06 


0.02 


0.10 ' 


-0.04 


0.16 


OlOl 


0.07 


SPANCCNT 


-0.07 ' 


0iQ8 


-0.24 


0.17 


-0.06 


0.23 


0.15 



V 
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Table 56 . , ' ' 

Variable List and Correlation-Mirtrtx- for^teadership Style, 
Organizational Structure and Program Outcome V^ri^ables 



INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 



Symbol 



Description 



Variable Measure 



-CENT 2 
-SIOl 



Decision making authority 
-Xas k instructions orjiJ^or. writt e n 



Centralization 
^"^ndardiza l io n 
Standardization 
Standardization 



Formal ization 



Placement within 
Institution 

Configuration 



Consideration 
Structure 



SDl 
SD3 



FHl 

/ 



ORGPTHAC 
SPANCONT 

Raw C ^ 
Raw S 



Symbol 



V. 
X 



Coordinator schedules own activities 
Coordinator activities scheduled 
by institution's administration 

.Learning objectives written on 
standardized forms and copies 
distributed, 

,Cpvop program located Within academic 
dr non-academic organization^ 

Number of employees who directly 
report to the co-op director 
(Sparr of Control ) . ' 

Raw score on leadership style 
dimension consideration 

Raw score on leadership style 
dimension of initiating Structure 



DEPENDENT VARIABLES 



Description • ' 

Percent of tota^Tstudents who^ are'co-op $tu4eflts 

Percent of total academic departments who- have co-op 
students/ 

Cost per cooperative education student placement. 





CENT2 


^STOl * 

t 


SOI 


S03 ; 


FMl ORGPTHAC SPANCCNT RAW C RAW S 


V- 


X Y 


CENT2 


-1.00 






J 














ST01 


-0.02 


1.00 














# 




SOI 


-0 J4 


0.07 


1.00 
















503 


0.01 


0.05 


0.05 


i.od 








* 






FM1 


-0.05 


0.07 


0.14 


0.10 


1.00 












ORGPTHAC 


0. to 


-0.04 


0.16 


0.01 


0.07 


1.00 










SPANCONT . 


-0.2A 


0.17, 


-0.06 


0.23 


0.15 


-0.06 


1.00 








RAW C 


-0.12 


-0,03 ' 


0.01 


0.01 


0.01 


-0.06 


-0.07 


1.00 






RAW 5 


-0.07 


0.11 


0.0^ 


0.17 


0.05 


0.02 


o'.ds 


-o:o9 1 ,00 






V 


-0. 14 


-o.of 


0.08 


-0.07 


0.00- 


0.04 


^0.01 


0.21 -0.04 


1.00 




X 


-0.15 


0.15 


-0.15 


0.12 


6.19 


-0.02 


0.01 


0.02* 0.04 ' 


0.26 


i.oo' 


Y 


-0.05 


0.02 


0.30 


0,03 


0.06 . 


-0.01 


-0.05 


-0.14 a.04 - 


•0.10 


-0.13 1.00 
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